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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
The Reverend Father Allen P.

Novotny, S.J., President, Gonzaga Col-
lege High School, Washington, D.C., of-
fered the following prayer:

Almighty God, You made us to Your
own image and set us over all creation.
Once You chose a people and gave them
a destiny and, when You brought them
out of bondage to freedom, they carried
with them the promise that all men
and women would be blessed and all
men and women could be free.

It happened to our forbearers, who
came to this land as if out of the desert
into a place of promise and hope. It
happens to us still in our time, as You
guide to perfection the work of cre-
ation by our labor.

May the women and men of this
House bring this spirit to all their ef-
forts to establishing true justice and
guide our Nation to its destiny. May
their work today and every day further
this mission. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8,
rule XX, further proceedings on this
question will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. VITTER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill and a con-
current resolution of the House of the
following titles:

H.R. 609. An act to amend the Export Apple
and Pear Act to limit the applicability of the
Act to apples.

H. Con. Res. 102. Concurrent resolution
celebrating the 50th anniversary of the Gene-
va Conventions of 1949 and recognizing the
humanitarian safeguards these treaties pro-
vide in times of armed conflict.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 434. An act to authorize a new trade
and investment policy for sub-Sahara Africa.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 434) ‘‘An Act to authorize
a new trade and investment policy for
sub-Sahara Africa,’’ requests a con-
ference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mr. ROTH, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. LOTT, Mr. HELMS, Mr. MOY-
NIHAN, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr. BIDEN to be
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed bills of the following

titles in which concurrence of the
House is requested.

S. 185. An act to establish a Chief Agricul-
tural Negotiator in the Office of the United
States Trade Representative.

S. 580. An act to amend title IX of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to revise and extend
the Agency for Healthcare Policy and Re-
search.

S. 688. An act to amend the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 to reauthorize the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation.

S. 1232. An act to provide for the correction
of retirement coverage errors under chapters
83 and 84 of title 5, United States Code.

f

MAKING IN ORDER AT ANY TIME
MOTION TO AGREE TO CON-
FERENCE ASKED BY THE SEN-
ATE ON H.R. 3194, DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2000

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that it may be in order
at any time for the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations or his
designee to move that the House take
from the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R.
3194) making appropriations for the
government of the District of Columbia
and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenues
of said District for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes, with a Senate amendment,
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ment and agree to the conference asked
by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.
f

MAKING IN ORDER AT ANY TIME
CONSIDERATION OF H.J. RES. 75,
FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 2000

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that it may be in order
at any time, without the intervention
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of any point of order, to consider in the
House the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
75) making further continuing appro-
priations for the fiscal year 2000, and
for other purposes, that the joint reso-
lution be debatable for 1 hour, equally
divided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations, and that
the previous question otherwise be con-
sidered as ordered to passage without
intervening motion except one motion
to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OSE). There will be 15 1-minutes on
each side.

f

IT IS TIME THE LIBERAL DEMO-
CRATS SUPPORT FLEXIBILITY
FOR LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks).

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, there is
a Latin phrase that applies to those
liberal Democrats who constantly be-
lieve that Washington always knows
best: via ovicepitum dura est. For the
engineers, ‘‘The way of the egghead is
hard.’’

Mr. Speaker, it is time our liberal
colleagues support the education op-
portunities that grant our local school
districts the flexibility to decide how
to spend their Federal education fund-
ing.

We are all aware of the Administra-
tion’s plan to hire 100,000 new teachers,
and we can all agree that hiring more
qualified teachers should be a priority.
But what about books? What about
computers? What about the basic
things, like pencils and papers? What
right do Washington bureaucrats have
to deny school districts the option of
using these funds for these necessities?

Mr. Speaker, we can do more to im-
prove the education of our children by
giving local school districts the flexi-
bility and tools needed to make those
improvements. Let us give our children
the best education opportunity we can.
Let us cut the Federal purse strings.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back all the egg-
headed, cookie-cutter, liberal funding
theories which cannot possibly meet
the diverse needs and educational
needs of our children.

f

REPUBLICANS HAVE KILLED CAM-
PAIGN FINANCE REFORM AND
CONTINUE TO BLOCK AN IN-
CREASE IN THE MINIMUM WAGE

(Mr. OLVER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks).

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, Americans
have enjoyed an unprecedented growth
in our economy over 8 years. We have
the lowest unemployment rate in dec-
ades, but 12 million workers, 10 percent
of all American workers, work at the
minimum wage. The majority of them
are adults, a majority are women.

Most of those women are trying to
bring up children at that minimum
wage with less than $10,000 a year.
They have not seen any benefit from
the economic boom. They deserve a
wage increase, and they can only get
that wage increase by increasing the
minimum wage by this Congress.

Eighty percent of Americans favor
doing that. Even two-thirds of all Re-
publicans favor doing that. We have a
bill that would raise the minimum
wage by $1 over the next 2 years. It
should pass. It could pass in a day, but
the Republican leadership is going to
hold that bill hostage unless it is pos-
sible to give $70 billion per year of tax
cuts to the handful of Americans who
make more than $300,000 a year. That
tax reduction goes to the wealthiest 1
percent of Americans.

Why is this? Members guessed it, the
handful of Americans who make more
than $300,000 a year make the vast ma-
jority of contributions to political
campaigns.

The Republican leadership of this
Congress, the House and Senate, have
killed campaign finance reform again
this year.

f

AFRICA TRADE BILL: AN HISTORIC
OPPORTUNITY

(Mr. ROYCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, it is en-
couraging to see the African Growth
and Opportunity Act passed yesterday,
overwhelmingly passed, and it has now
passed both chambers of Congress.

We need to get to work, Mr. Speaker,
on putting together a Senate-House
conference committee on this bill so
we can get it to the President for sig-
nature. This legislation is a first step
in helping Africa help itself by bring-
ing the continent into a positive trad-
ing partnership with the United States.

As the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Africa, as well as an
original cosponsor of the bill in the
House, I can say that passage of this
historic bill is good for Africa and it is
good for America.

In addition to bringing Africa into a
trading partnership with us, it will
help open African markets to American
goods. America today has only 5 per-
cent of Africa’s market. France and
other European nations dominate the
continent’s trade. With this bill, the
U.S. will be able to pry some of the Af-
rican markets away from Europe. This
will lead to tens of thousands of new
jobs for Americans.

Mr. Speaker, I again urge quick for-
mation of a House and Senate con-

ference committee on this bill so we
can get it to the President for signa-
ture.

f

IT IS TIME CONGRESS WRITES
THE LAWS, NOT NEW YORK
JUDGES
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker,
judges in New York have ruled that
Mayor Giuliani shall give $7.2 million
to the Brooklyn Museum of Art, even
though their exhibit is offensive. I will
say it is offensive, a portrait of the Vir-
gin Mary splattered with elephant
dung.

If that is not bad enough, now tax-
payers have to subsidize it. Unbeliev-
able, Mr. Speaker. In the name of art
and freedom of expression, these stum-
bling, bumbling, fumbling judges in
New York have institutionalized per-
version.

The museum may have the right to
show it, but by God, the taxpayers
should not be compelled to fund it. It is
time that Congress starts writing laws,
not these judges. I yield back the stu-
pidity, absolute stupidity and perver-
sion, of the decision of these judges in
New York.

f

ASKING THE PRESIDENT TO DO
THE RIGHT THING

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, as usual,
the gentleman from Ohio is absolutely
right.

I address my comments to another
topic, however. In the coming days, the
President is going to have to do some
critical things and make some critical
decisions. He can choose to support a
Republican program that balances the
budget and saves social security, or he
can succumb to the pressure of the lib-
eral Democrat leadership here in the
House and bust the budget and loot the
social security trust fund once again.

To the average hard-working Amer-
ican taxpayer, this should not really be
a dilemma, but this is Washington, and
silly things happen here. When liberals
get together to discuss spending issues,
it is awfully hard to keep their hands
off of the taxpayers’ money.

The President talks about his legacy.
He can assure his place in history if he
stands up to his free-spending friends
and says no to budget-busting and no
to more increases and raids on the so-
cial security trust fund.

Let us hope that just this once, the
President does the right thing.

f

REPUBLICANS HAVE ALREADY
SPENT $17 BILLION OF SOCIAL
SECURITY SURPLUS
(Mr. BERRY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, it would
have been amusing the last few weeks
if it had not been so sad listening to
our Republican colleagues swearing to
protect social security. This charade
continues, despite the fact that the
Congressional Budget Office has con-
firmed that the Republicans have al-
ready spent $17 billion of the social se-
curity surplus.

Remember, that $17 billion loan does
not include the Republicans’ $1 trillion
tax cut. It does, however, include Sen-
ator TRENT LOTT’s ship that the Navy
does not need, does not want, and does
not have the people to man if they had
it.

It does include over $1 million to
study the spruce bark beetle. In fact,
according to the CBO, if the President
had not vetoed the tax bill, we would
have already raided the social security
trust fund by at least $70 billion, with-
out counting any of the other billions
and billions and billions that my
spendthrift Republican colleagues have
passed this year.

With all this spending and all this
borrowing, how can my Republican col-
leagues get up here with a straight face
and say they are saving social secu-
rity? The American people know bet-
ter.

f

b 1015

THE WORLD REMAINS A DAN-
GEROUS PLACE, AND THE PRESI-
DENT REFUSES TO ABIDE BY
THE WILL OF CONGRESS

(Mr. VITTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Speaker, I continue
to be amazed by the lax defense poli-
cies of this administration. Today our
Navy has more than 200 fewer ships
than during Desert Storm. Red China
has six times our land forces and North
Korea has developed a missile that de-
livers weapons of mass destruction to
U.S. territory, and now the Clinton ad-
ministration says it will ignore the
vote of the Senate, abide by the re-
jected test ban treaty, just as they ig-
nored H.R. 4 that calls for a missile de-
fense.

Despite the fall of the Soviet Union,
the world remains a dangerous place.
Yet under President Clinton the will of
the Congress is ignored and defense
spending has not even kept pace with
inflation. We must insist that the
President follow the will of the Con-
gress regarding national defense; mod-
ernize our weaponry and above all,
above all, increase pay and benefits so
that no soldiers, sailors, airmen or Ma-
rines have to rely on food stamps to
feed their families.

f

WE MAY LOSE HMO REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OSE). For what purpose does the gen-

tleman from Arkansas seek recogni-
tion?

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
am from Texas.

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
am glad to follow my colleague, the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
VITTER) because they are the ones that
wanted to cut defense spending by 1
percent last week.

What I am here today about concerns
what we are seeing that is happening.
Despite a strong bipartisan vote in
favor of HMO reform, the over-
whelming and public support across the
country, the leadership has shown it is
still looking for a way to cut and elimi-
nate real HMO reform.

The Republican leadership scheduled
a bill that automatically linked to it a
Patients’ Bill of Rights, supposedly
their patient access, but the House
spoke by a bipartisan vote and passed a
bipartisan measure for real HMO re-
form. Now we see the Republicans have
stacked the conference committee with
only one Member who voted for the
bill, only one Member.

What is so sad is that they are over-
ruling the whole majority in this
House. Clearly, our fight for HMO re-
form is just beginning. We may have
won the first battle but we have a big
battle to go. By appointing only those
Members who oppose it, they want to
bury it again. They are neglecting the
American people by a large majority,
and this House, by a large majority,
wants binding external appeals. They
want open communication with our
doctors and patients. They want ac-
countability to whoever makes those
medical decisions.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair wishes to apologize to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN) and to
the people of Texas.

f

TRIBUTE TO U.S. ARMY COMMAND
SERGEANT MAJOR RONALD W.
BEDFORD, A REAL AMERICAN
HERO
(Mr. EVERETT asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to remind the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GREEN) that this Repub-
lican Congress has added about $38 bil-
lion more than the President of the
United States has requested for de-
fense, but I would like to speak on
something else.

Mr. Speaker, our society has cheap-
ened the name of heroes today by ele-
vating millionaire movie, music and
sports stars while ignoring those Amer-
icans who perform unselfish acts of
courage and sacrifice.

I wish to pay tribute to an American
whose character and actions are truly
unselfish acts of courage and sacrifice.
On September 2, the 54th anniversary
of VJ-Day, U.S. Army Command Ser-
geant Major Ronald W. Bedford began a
1,500-mile journey from Mobile, Ala-
bama, to Washington, D.C.

His walk, which takes him through
six States and the District of Colum-
bia, is remarkable because it is en-
tirely on foot. But CSM Bedford is not
walking this enormous distance to set
any record. Instead, he is striding the
71-day route to bring attention to and
raise funding for the construction of a
national memorial to honor America’s
greatest generation of heroes, those
who fought in World War II.

Bedford, an ex-airborne infantryman now
stationed at Fort Rucker, Alabama in my con-
gressional district, came up with the idea of
the walk after learning that there was no na-
tional memorial for the 16 million Americans
who served and sacrificed to liberate the world
from Nazi and Japanese occupation in World
War II. His efforts to help raise money for the
on-going World War II Memorial fund have
gained the support of the Non-Commissioned
Officers Association, and the praise of former
Senator Bob Dole, who chairs the World War
II Memorial Committee.

CSM Bedford’s journey of 2,792,000 steps
will take him through 144 cities and 15 military
installations before he arrives at Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery on November 11. From there,
he will cross Memorial Bridge, pass by the
Lincoln Memorial, and then proceed to the
spot on the national mall where the World War
II Memorial will be built next year.

I salute the Sargent Major for his
personal sacrifice and welcome him to
Washington, D.C.

f

NO MORE DEADBEAT LEADERSHIP

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican leadership was irresponsible
in trying to spend the surplus on $800
billion worth of tax breaks for the
wealthiest in this country. Now it is
trying to skip town without addressing
the needs of American families.

The failures of this Republican lead-
ership are many. Their budget does not
extend the life of Social Security by a
single day. It fails to strengthen Medi-
care with not even a penny to provide
for a prescription drug benefit for sen-
iors who are desperately looking for
that kind of a benefit. The Republican
leadership has ignored American fami-
lies. Families overwhelmingly support
common sense gun safety, laws that
keep firearms out of the hands of kids
and of criminals.

The Republican leadership has al-
lowed the special interests to write our
gun laws. Common sense should be ap-
plied when it comes to the safety of our
schools, of our neighborhoods, of office
buildings and places of worship. This
Congress should not adjourn without
closing the loopholes that let guns fall
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into the wrong hands. No more dead-
beat leadership. It is time for respon-
sible action.

f

LET US KEEP SOCIAL SECURITY
SOLVENT

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, somehow, sometime, some place we
are going to have to get over this par-
tisan bickering and start working to-
gether on serious problems facing this
nation. Yesterday I introduced a bipar-
tisan bill that keeps Social Security
solvent. In trying to convey the seri-
ousness of the Social Security problem,
I said that in the next 75 years the
taxes coming in from Social Security
are going to be short $120 trillion from
accommodating what we have promised
in benefits; $120 trillion over Social Se-
curity taxes collected over the next 75
years.

My wife Bonnie said, Nick, nobody
understands what a trillion is. How
else can we convey the seriousness? So,
here is a quick try. A worker’s income
will be less if we don’t solve Social Se-
curity. Poland has just exceeded 48 per-
cent of their payroll tax for senior citi-
zens. France is over 70 percent for their
payroll tax. That means the cost of
production goes up and fewer sales and
less employment.

We have created less take home pay,
more jobs in the U.S. in the first quar-
ter of this year than Poland and
France have in those two countries
combined since 1980. Our pay roll tax is
heading in that direction. Let’s fix So-
cial Security.

f

THE LEGACY OF NEWT

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, almost one
year ago today, October 20, 1998, the
then-speaker Newt Gingrich came on
this House floor and chided the Repub-
lican perfectionist caucus. Two disas-
trous government shutdowns and rhet-
oric hot enough to heat this building
on a cold winter day taught him one
thing, government is the art of com-
promise; but he is not here. That lesson
has been lost on today’s House leader-
ship. The perfectionist caucus, the
crowd that says it is my way or no
way, rides on.

The majority whip says the leader-
ship will negotiate with the President
on his knees. The Republican leader-
ship rammed an irresponsible tax cut
through the House, even though it
would suck the Social Security surplus
dry, and now they claim they will not
spend one dime of that Social Security
surplus. They have already dipped into
that surplus to the tune of $17 billion
and it is going to be well over on their
way to spending $30 billion plus.

Let us get real. Let us do the people’s
business.

f

ONE PENNY FROM EVERY DOLLAR
IS ALL IT WILL TAKE TO SAVE
SOCIAL SECURITY FOR AMER-
ICA’S SENIOR CITIZENS

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I cannot believe what I have
been hearing from President Clinton
and his Democrat cohorts in Congress
over the last few days. It really should
not surprise me to hear Democrats say
we cannot cut any waste, fraud and
abuse in government. After all, they
are not exactly known for their fiscal
discipline. But still, when they cry out
that Federal agencies cannot find one
cent out of every dollar to cut from
their spending that just does not ring
true, even for them.

One penny from every dollar is all
that it will take to save Social Secu-
rity for America’s senior citizens. How
can anyone be against this? But the
Clinton-Gore administration and their
friends in Congress are against it.

We passed a very good bill last week,
Mr. Speaker. It will strengthen Social
Security, it will cut waste, fraud and
abuse out of the Federal bureaucracy
but only if the President signs it. It is
time for the administration to stop
protecting bureaucratic mismanage-
ment at the expense of working Ameri-
cans. It is time to stop pretending that
it is not possible. It is time to do the
honest, responsible thing, stop the raid
on Social Security once and for all.

f

LOWERING THE COSTS OF PRE-
SCRIPTION DRUGS FOR SENIORS

(Mrs. THURMAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I was
reading the newspaper this morning
and I came across an ad that just
stopped me cold. The ad put out by the
Pharmaceutical Research and Manu-
facturers of America highlights the
new medicines they are coming out
with to help stroke victims, breast can-
cer patients, people with osteoporosis
and other common ailments.

The industry says the new drugs save
the country and employers billions of
dollars by doing away with missed
workdays, expensive rehabilitation
costs and other forms of care. This may
be true, but what good is it if millions
of seniors who need the drugs to live
cannot afford to buy them?

I also want to point out that the
pharmaceutical companies also receive
significant government dollars from
the National Institutes of Health to
conduct the innovative research and to
find the cures. So is it then appropriate
to price them out of the reach of the
people who need them? PHRMA just

does not get it, and I do not think the
Republican majority gets it.

A couple of weeks ago, I joined with
my Democratic colleagues on the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means to lower the
cost of prescription drugs, and they
voted against it.

f

IS THE UNITED NATIONS OPER-
ATING UNDER A DOUBLE STAND-
ARD?

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, could the
U.N. be operating under a double stand-
ard? It is very interesting that the
United Nations, while calling for the
indictment of Yugoslavia President
Milosevic as a war criminal was all too
eager to work with Milosevic’s health
minister to set up the Kosovo program
to, quote, stimulate the birth rate of
the populations in central and north-
ern Serbia and to limit or forbid the
enormous increase of the birth rate in
Kosovo.

Could the U.N. be a complicit partner
in Milosevic’s efforts to halt or slow
the growth of the ethnic Albanian pop-
ulation?

Could we have another one-child pol-
icy in the works following in the foot-
steps of China?

Can we blame the Albanian people for
believing family planning programs
and condom distribution is just an-
other way to reduce their ethnic popu-
lation?

Mr. Speaker, this tension in Kosovo
represents the fine line that UNFPA is
walking when it, however well-mean-
ing, pushes through its population con-
trol programs around the world.

f

PHONY NUMBERS, PHONY ANAL-
YSIS AND PHONY ACCOUNTING
PRINCIPLES

(Mr. MINGE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, we have
been embarrassed by the tragic level of
duplicity here by the Republican lead-
ership this fall. In a misguided effort to
avoid blame for using the Social Secu-
rity trust fund to finance pork barrel
spending for things, including TRENT
LOTT’s home State, the leadership is
compromising the Congressional Budg-
et Office. It is using phony numbers,
phony analysis.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair wishes to remind Members to
avoid such references to Members of
the other body.

Mr. MINGE. It is using phony num-
bers, phony analysis and phony ac-
counting principles. Here the Wall
Street Journal has identified some of
these problems. Smoke and mirrors has
returned with claims that we have
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emergencies, and the use of slick ac-
counting principles.

The Republicans are $17.1 billion into
the Social Security trust fund, accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office.
We violated the budget caps by over $30
billion, and the Republican leadership
has failed to get the spending bills to
the White House and here we are 5
weeks into the fiscal year.

We are operating on supplemental
resolutions. It is a disgrace to this
body.

f

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS
(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to read some excerpts from
a letter from Mr. George Halvorson
who heads up one of the largest health
groups in the Twin Cities of the State
of Minnesota. He took out an ad re-
cently and the headline is, ‘‘Who buys
prescription drugs at ten cents on the
dollar?’’

Let me read this, please, and this is
a quote. ‘‘The cost of prescription
drugs varies to an amazing degree be-
tween countries. If you have a stomach
ulcer and your doctor says you need to
be on prilosec, you would probably pay
about $99.95 for a 30-day supply in the
Twin Cities. But if you were vaca-
tioning in Canada and decided to fill
your prescription there, you would pay
only $50.88. Or even better, if you were
looking for a little warmer weather
south of the border in Mexico, that
same day 30-day supply would cost you
only $17.50. That is for the same dose,
made by the same manufacturer.

b 1030
‘‘When the North American Free

Trade Act (NAFTA) was passed by Con-
gress to allow free trade between us
and our neighboring countries,
HealthPartners decided to follow the
lead of Minnesota Senior Federation
and buy our drugs in Canada’’, but the
FDA is standing between them. Today
I am going to introduce legislation to
respond to this problem.

f

THE BLUE DOG BUDGET FITS
(Mr. JOHN asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. JOHN. Mr. Speaker, today, 35
days into the fiscal year, we have not
finished but only half of our appropria-
tions bills up to this point.

The majority leadership up to this
point has been fairly innovative and
clever at trying to maneuver around
the balanced budget agreement caps
and making sure they are not spending
Social Security surplus money. But I
tell my colleagues today that they
failed miserably. Even their own ap-
pointed CBO director says that they
have broken the caps and spent $17 bil-
lion of Social Security money.

Truly it is time that we be honest
and straightforward with the people of
America. The Blue Dogs in the spring
of last year introduced a budget pro-
posal that fit then, and it fits now. It
says take 50 percent of the surplus over
5 years, pay down the debt, use those
savings to shore up Social Security,
take 25 percent in a targeted tax cut,
whether it is a State, marriage pen-
alty, or capital gains, take the other 25
percent for priority spending on vet-
erans or education or defense.

Let us stop playing games with the
American people. Follow the blueprint
of the Blue Dogs. It saves Social Secu-
rity; and most of all, it is responsible
and honest.

f

ONLY HALF A NOTCH IN AMER-
ICA’S BELT WILL SAVE SOCIAL
SECURITY
(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, some time
ago, the Democrats sent a letter to the
Congressional Budget Office, the CBO,
and it had some bogus ground rules;
and what they got back said that we
were spending Social Security under
these bogus ground rules.

Their whole purpose for doing that is
so that they can spend more money.
They have shown the programs and
they have talked about the programs
that they want to spend the extra
money on. Well, rest in peace, liberal
big government. We are not going to do
it.

In fact, we have got a letter from the
Congressional Budget Officer that says,
if we do not spend more than $592.1 bil-
lion on domestic discretionary spend-
ing, we will not spend any Social Secu-
rity surplus. Along with that, we have
put in a 1 percent across-the-board cut,
which is like taking a half a notch in
this belt, just tightening up just a half
a notch. That is all we would have to
do, and we passed that; and, in fact, we
are not going to spend the Social Secu-
rity surplus. That is the fact of the
matter. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice confirmed that in a letter.

Now, if we are going to do what they
are recommending, we would have to
take four notches up in this belt. Now,
America knows we could do that four
notches and protect Social Security,
but yet the liberals have failed to offer
any program reduction.

f

DO SOMETHING CONSTRUCTIVE;
PASS THE BLUE DOG BUDGET

(Mr. TANNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I do not
come down here and do 1-minutes very
often most of the time, I think most of
the people that listen to these agree,
that it is hurling insults back and
forth across this table here, and that is
not very constructive.

But what I did want to come down
this morning to say is that the Blue
Dogs offered a budget last April. We
are in a mess. We are into November.
There is still no agreements in sight.
There is a blame game going on here
about who wants to spend Social Secu-
rity money. That is not very construc-
tive.

We ought to stop that, stop the
blame game, and get into the Blue Dog
budget or something similar and do
something constructive for the country
for a change. That is what we were sent
here for. That is what I hope we can do
in the future for the people that we
represent and for our kids and
grandkids.

f

BLUE DOGS SHOULD JOIN WITH
CONSERVATIVE REPUBLICANS
ON 1-CENT SAVINGS

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, let
me follow, then, in the spirit of biparti-
sanship offered by the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. TANNER), I welcome
that candid exchange, and I think one
way we can really get started is for the
Blue Dogs to join with the conservative
majority in a pledge to realize savings
of 1 cent of every dollar spent.

The gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
TANNER), the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. JOHN) says, let us save
money. We agree. Join with us. But,
see, the problem is within the minority
caucus, sadly my friends in the Blue
Dog Coalition are a minority within
that minority.

So I would invite my friends, mod-
erate conservatives on the other side of
the aisle, to join with this working ma-
jority for a center right coalition to re-
alize savings.

All we are talking about is 1 cent on
every discretionary dollar. That is eas-
ily done. It saves the Social Security
money for Social Security. Let us do
that in the spirit of bipartisanship. To
my friends in the Blue Dog Caucus, I
extend my hand in that bipartisan
fashion.

f

HONESTY IN BUDGET NUMBERS

(Mr. SANDLIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, it is
time for responsible budgeting in this
country. It is time to pay the country’s
debt. It is time to take Social Security
completely off budget. Mr. Speaker, we
have heard a lot of bragging from the
other side of the aisle about stopping
the raid on Social Security. The only
problem is that the facts just do not
back up the bragging.

The Republicans would like us to be-
lieve that the Congressional Budget Of-
fice has said that their budget would
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protect the Social Security surplus.
What they forget to mention is it is
only true when the Republican leader-
ship tells CBO to change their num-
bers. How convenient.

When the Republicans wave around
the CBO certification that they are
protecting Social Security, they con-
veniently forget to mention the foot-
note that says that the estimate in-
cludes, ‘‘reductions applied to CBO’s
estimates for congressional score-
keeping purposes.’’ In other words, the
Republican leadership had to tell CBO
to change their estimates to reduce the
estimates of spending to make their
numbers work. They use these esti-
mates when they are convenient; but
when they do not like it, they use
other estimates. It is time for respon-
sible budgeting.

f

TIGHTEN BELT TO SAVE SOCIAL
SECURITY

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, let me
say this to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SANDLIN), the previous speaker, it
is not about inside Washington ac-
counting mumbo jumbo, it is about
grandmother’s retirement check, and I
am going to do everything I can as a
Republican to protect it.

Now, I do know this, that in January,
the President of the United States said
let us preserve only 60 percent of the
Social Security surplus. The Repub-
lican position has been, let us preserve
100 percent. Let us balance the budget,
not through spending Social Security
on non-Social Security means, but let
us do it by just good old-fashioned belt
tightening.

Now, imagine some little roly-poly
fat kid at the banquet table on his
third piece of apple pie saying I want
more. All we are saying is, look, we
want you to slim it down, push back 1
cent on the dollar, tighten that belt
just a little bit, about a half a notch.
Then if you will do that, we do not
have to get even close to Social Secu-
rity money.

That is what the Republican Party is
trying to get the Democrats to do. I
hope that they will join us.

f

REMEMBER THAT SECOND AMEND-
MENT IS RIGHT TO BEAR ARMS
(Mr. METCALF asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, let us
go back to the founding of our Nation.
Why were the British soldiers march-
ing toward Lexington and Concord in
the darkness of April 18, 1775? Because
they had heard correctly that the colo-
nists were stockpiling guns and ammu-
nition.

The colonists had been trying to
work out their problems with the king.
But when the British moved to take
away their guns, they went to war.

When the amendments were added to
the Constitution, first amendment of
course a priority, freedom of speech
and freedom of religion. But what is
the second amendment, the right to
keep and bear arms shall not be in-
fringed. Let us remember that.

f

STOPPING THE RAID ON SOCIAL
SECURITY

(Mr. THUNE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, being a
leader means making some tough
choices. This year we have an historic
opportunity to lock away 100 percent of
the Social Security surplus and put an
end to the practice of raiding the So-
cial Security Trust Fund. It means we
have to make a tough choice between
Social Security and funding some other
goals, like the President’s desire to in-
crease foreign aid spending by 30 per-
cent.

The question is not whether we want
to spend more on foreign aid or other
government programs, the question is
whether we want to spend more on
these programs if it comes at the ex-
pense of Social Security.

Mr. Speaker, Republicans have al-
ready made our choice. We have chosen
to say no to more government spending
and yes to stopping the raid on Social
Security. The American people agree
with us. They would rather protect So-
cial Security and Medicare and cut
spending across the board for all other
programs than raid Social Security
again.

There is only one question that has
not been answered, Mr. Speaker, and
that is: Where does the President stand
and where do our friend’s on the other
side stand? Will they block this legisla-
tion and insist on more government
spending or will they join us in a bipar-
tisan effort to end the raid on Social
Security once and for all. For the sake
of our future, I hope they will choose
the latter.

f

TELL THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE
TRUTH, AND NOTHING BUT THE
TRUTH

(Mr. GARY MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, is there any reason or wonder
that the American people are confused?
I wish, prior to us being allowed to
come here and talk to the American
people, that we had to raise our hand
and say, I swear to tell the truth, the
whole truth, and nothing but the truth,
so help me God.

All we have heard today and past
days is the Republicans are spending
Social Security monies. But actions
speak louder than words. My friends on
the other side of the aisle continue to
vote no on appropriations bills. The
President continues to veto appropria-
tions bills. Why? Because we are not

spending enough money that has to
come from Social Security Trust Fund.

Why do we not do what we say we are
trying to do? Let us not spend the
money which we do not want to spend.
We use great words like let us invest.
We are not appropriating enough re-
sources. What they are saying is we are
not spending enough Social Security
money.

We are saying, let us not spend So-
cial Security money. Let us keep our
promise to the American people. Let us
stop being disingenuous. When one
hears people come before one and say
something, watch what they do. When
they accuse Republicans of spending
Social Security money, watch how
they vote.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OSE). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX,
the pending business is the question of
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 346, nays 65,
not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 563]

YEAS—346

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)

Bryant
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette

Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
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Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther

Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pascrell
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (FL)

NAYS—65

Aderholt
Allen
Baird
Barcia
Berry
Bilbray
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Costello
Crane
DeFazio
Dickey
English
Evans
Fattah
Filner

Gibbons
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hefley
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hutchinson
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Johnson, E. B.
Klink
Kucinich
Latham
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Markey
McDermott

McNulty
Meeks (NY)
Moore
Oberstar
Pallone
Pastor
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Ramstad
Riley
Rogan
Sabo
Schaffer
Slaughter
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Tancredo

Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)

Udall (NM)
Visclosky
Waters

Weller
Wicker
Wu

NOT VOTING—22

Bereuter
Burr
Cooksey
Davis (FL)
Doyle
Emerson
Hulshof
Hunter

Kanjorski
Kasich
Larson
Meek (FL)
Mollohan
Murtha
Myrick
Payne

Rahall
Scarborough
Sessions
Watkins
Wise
Young (AK)

b 1103

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri and Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Pursuant to
clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair an-
nounces that he will postpone further
proceedings today on each motion to
suspend the rules on which a recorded
vote or the yeas and nays are ordered,
or on which the vote is objected to
under clause 6 of rule XX.

Any record votes on postponed ques-
tions will be taken after debate has
concluded on all motions to suspend
the rules.

f

SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT
SCHOOLS SHOULD USE PHONICS

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 214)
expressing the sense of Congress that
direct systematic phonics instruction
should be used in all schools, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. CON RES. 214

Whereas the ability to read the English
language with fluency and comprehension is
essential if individuals are to reach their full
potential;

Whereas it is an indisputable fact that
written English is based on the alphabetic
principle, and is, in fact a phonetic language;

Whereas the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development (NICHD)
has conducted extensive scientific research
on reading for more than 34 years, at a cost
of more than $200,000,000;

Whereas the NICHD findings on reading in-
struction conclude that phonemic awareness,
direct systematic phonics instruction in
sound-spelling correspondences, including
blending of sound-spellings into words, read-
ing comprehension, and regular exposure to
interesting books are essential components
of any reading program based on scientific
research;

Whereas a consensus has developed around
scientific research findings in reading in-
struction, as presented in the 1998 report of
the National Research Council, Preventing
Reading Difficulties in Young Children;

Whereas the Learning First Alliance com-
posed of national organizations such as the
American Colleges for Teacher Education,
American Association of School Administra-
tors, the American Federation of Teachers,
Council of Chief State School Officers, Na-

tional Association of Elementary School
Principals, National School Boards Associa-
tion, National Parent Teachers Association,
and National Education Association have
agreed that well sequenced systematic
phonics instruction is beneficial for all chil-
dren;

Whereas more than 50 years of cognitive
science, neuroscience, and applied linguistics
have confirmed that learning to read is a
skill that must be taught in a direct, sys-
tematic way;

Whereas phonics instruction is the teach-
ing of a body of knowledge consisting of 26
letters of the alphabet, 44 English speech
sounds they represent, and 70 most common
spellings for those speech sounds;

Whereas reading scores continue to decline
or remain stagnant, even though Congress
has spent more than $120,000,000,000 over the
past 30 years for title I programs (of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.)) with the primary
purpose of improving reading skills;

Whereas the 1998 National Assessment for
Educational Progress (NAEP) found that 69
percent of 4th grade students are reading
below the proficient level;

Whereas the 1998 NAEP found that minor-
ity students on average continue to lag far
behind their non-minority counterparts in
reading proficiency, many of whom are in
title I programs (of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301
et seq.));

Whereas the 1998 NAEP also found that, 90
percent of African American, 86 percent of
Hispanic, 63 percent of Asian, and 61 percent
of white 4th grade students were reading
below proficient levels, many of whom were
in title I programs (of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
6301 et seq.));

Whereas more than half of the students
being placed in the special learning disabil-
ities category of Special Education have not
learned to read;

Whereas the cost of Special Education, at
the Federal, State, and local levels exceeds
$60,000,000,000 each year;

Whereas reading instruction in far too
many schools is still based on the whole lan-
guage philosophy, to the exclusion of all oth-
ers and often to the detriment of the stu-
dents;

Whereas the ability to read is the corner-
stone of academic success, and most colleges
of education do not offer prospective reading
teachers instruction in the structure of spo-
ken and written English, and the scientif-
ically valid principles of effective reading in-
struction: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) phonemic awareness and direct system-
atic phonics instruction should be used in all
schools as a first and essential step in teach-
ing a student to read;

(2) pre-service professional development of
reading teachers should include direct sys-
tematic phonics instruction; and

(3) all Federal programs with a strong
reading component should use instructional
practices that are based on scientific re-
search in reading.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. MCINTOSH) and the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. MCINTOSH).

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Reso-
lution 214 expresses the importance of

VerDate 29-OCT-99 01:55 Nov 05, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A04NO7.002 pfrm02 PsN: H04PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH11490 November 4, 1999
using proven, scientifically based read-
ing instruction in the classroom, in
preservice teacher training and in Fed-
eral education programs.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING). Although he could not at-
tend when this was discussed in com-
mittee, the gentleman has given his
full support for this.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time. What the resolution says ba-
sically is a concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that di-
rect systematic phonics instruction is
one of the necessary components of an
effective reading program.

I think all of you who are here prob-
ably have been taught using many
methods, including, I imagine every-
one, phonics. My wife is a first grade
teacher of 43 years. If she were told
that she could only teach phonics, she
would probably tell them where to go.
If she was told she could not teach
phonics, she would tell them where to
go. If she was told she had to teach
whole language, she would tell them
where to go and how to get there. If she
was told she could not use whole lan-
guage with all of her other methods of
teaching reading, she would tell them
where to go and how to get there. But
the important thing is, it is one of the
important components in the teaching
of reading. I think everyone here would
agree with that, because that is prob-
ably the method that was used, and it
is scientifically based.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania for his support and his
willingness to discharge this bill from
committee and commend him for his
help in getting it to the floor today. I
also want to express my appreciation
to him and his staff for focusing on
quality, research-proven techniques in
teaching reading in the Student Re-
sults Act, title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act which passed
recently; and also in the Reading Ex-
cellence Act which passed last year.

The need for this resolution is clear:
American students are not reading as
well as they should and some are not
able to read at all. The 1998 National
Assessment of Education Progress, the
NAEP test, has found that 69 percent of
fourth grade students are reading
below the proficiency level. Let me re-
peat that. Sixty-nine percent of fourth
graders in America are not reading up
to standard. Minority children have
been particularly hard hit by reading
difficulties. According to the NAEP
test, 90 percent of African-Americans,
86 percent of Hispanic Americans, and
63 percent of Asian students were read-
ing below the proficiency level. That is
unacceptable, Mr. Speaker. What we
need to do is make sure that we focus
on doing the best we can to teach those
children how to read. What that means
is that they cannot read history, they
cannot read literature, they cannot

read science in order to understand
their other classes. No wonder they be-
come frustrated, no wonder they dis-
rupt the class, no wonder they drop out
of school.

At least half of the students being
placed in the special learning disability
category of special education have not
learned to read. The cost of special
education, Federal, State and local, is
exceeding $60 billion a year. If only a
quarter of those students are there be-
cause they cannot read, it represents
more than $15 billion of effort at local
schools. Just think how many schools
could be built or computers purchased
or books bought or teachers paid if
these students were taught to read in
the first grade.

The cost to those who never learn to
read adequately is much higher than
that. Job prospects for those who can-
not read are few. Americans who can-
not read are cut off from the rich op-
portunities of this Nation. The tragedy
is that students who cannot read often
end up in juvenile hall, or on the
streets, susceptible to gangs and drugs,
or as school dropouts.

But the good news is that this is a
problem we can fix. According to Dr.
Benita Blachman, one of the leading
researchers in reading instruction, ‘‘di-
rect, systematic instruction about the
alphabetic code, phonics, is not rou-
tinely provided in kindergarten and
first grade, despite the fact that, given
what we know at the moment, this
might be the most powerful weapon in
the fight against illiteracy.’’
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As she said, this is perhaps the most
powerful weapon in the fight against il-
literacy. In fact, the evidence is so
strong for systematic phonics instruc-
tion that if the subject being discussed
was, say, treatment of mumps, there
would be no discussion. We would take
care of it, we would have a plan and the
children would be saved. The solution
is to teach children to read the first
time around.

According to the National Institute
of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment, the ability to read depends on
one’s understanding of the relationship
between letters and speech sounds that
they represent. Systematic instruction
on phonics teaches this skill, 26 letters
used to symbolize about 44 speech
sounds and the most common way they
are spelled.

The research in reading makes it
clear that all students can benefit from
phonics instruction and that about
one-third of all students need explicit
training in phonics if they are to learn
to read at all. That means one-third of
our young people today, if they do not
get instruction in phonics, will never
be able to read. That is something that
we cannot afford to leave unaddressed
in this House.

For children who do not receive read-
ing instruction or even reading expo-
sure at home, phonics instruction is es-
sential if they are to learn to read.

Mr. Speaker, according to the Amer-
ican Federation of Teachers, ‘‘Pho-
nemic awareness instruction, when
linked to systematic decoding and
spelling, is the key to preventing read-
ing failure in children who come to
school without these prerequisite
school.’’ That is, those children who
have not learned to read at home.’’

The NEA states, ‘‘Mastering basic
skills is important. Children need to
know their phonics.’’ They are right.

It not surprising that support for this
approach is becoming widespread in the
education community, from the Na-
tional Education Association to the
American Federation of Teachers, the
National Parent Teacher Association,
the Council for Chief School Officers
and numerous other education groups
which form the Learning First Alli-
ance. They have concluded that well
sequenced systematic phonics instruc-
tion is beneficial for all children.

Phonics is now being promoted by
the scientific and some in the edu-
cation community as an essential com-
ponent of effective reading instruction.

On a personnel level, I will share
with my colleagues in the House, I
have heard so much from parents and
teachers about the success experienced
by their children who have received ex-
plicit systematic phonics training. I
have got with me today several state-
ments by Title I teachers, one in Indi-
anapolis, on the effectiveness of
phonics instruction in teaching chil-
dren to read.

Mrs. Linda Jones, who teaches learn-
ing disabled children in 6th, 7th and 8th
grade says, ‘‘Since I’ve been using the
Direct Approach,’’ phonics, ‘‘my chil-
dren are very excited about learning.
One of my major problem students has
become the best student in the class.
Now everyone enjoys coming up to the
board. We pull words out of reading
comprehension exercises. Now we are
pulling words such as ‘hyposensitize’
out of the dictionary,’’ states teacher
Stuart Wood.

I also have a letter from a teacher at
Allisonville Elementary School in Indi-
anapolis. She tells me how her student
from Africa, a little boy that I actually
had a chance to meet, who knew no
English when he came to that class, his
name was Filimon Adhanom, and
Filimon did not know how to read, did
not know how to write, did not know
how to speak English, and he learned
those skills in her classroom with
phonics instruction.

In this letter, a summer school
teacher in the same district tells how
her school kids were behind in reading,
and they caught up after just 15 days,
with just 25 minutes a day of phonics
instruction.

In this letter a parent says, ‘‘I am
writing because I know the pain of a
child that attends school every day and
cannot read. I am writing to you, Mr.
Congressman, because 10 years later I
see the joy of independence in that
same child who can now read.’’

I could go on and on. I have a lot of
these letters, and they all tell the same
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story. And it just is not in my district
or just in Indiana. This story is being
repeated in every community across
America.

That is why I introduced this resolu-
tion. It is my hope that it will encour-
age the use of this successful technique
in classrooms across America.

Believe it or not, despite the wealth
of scientific evidence supporting sys-
tematic phonics, despite the anecdotal
evidence that I talked about today,
there are in fact children today in
America who are not receiving this
type of instruction, teachers who do
not have the benefit of this learning
tool. There are schools in my own state
which are having to use their scarce
funds to instruct newly hired teachers
how to teach phonics because they
have not been taught in college or in
their teacher training courses.

This resolution is aimed at getting
the word out, getting the word out
about the need for phonics instruction,
the need for our children of all back-
grounds to have this instruction so
they can have the ability to learn and
to read. Many students will not get a
second chance.

Andrea Neal, a very gifted writer for
the Indianapolis Star, put it this way:
‘‘It is reasonable and necessary to re-
quire elementary teachers be trained in
the most effective phonetic programs.
To do otherwise is to commit edu-
cational malpractice on our children.’’

We need to start teaching kids to
read. Phonics is the way to make sure
that happens. As the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) said, it is
one of the ways in which teachers need
to be able to teach.

So while Concurrent Resolution 214
contains no mandate, I hope it will
convey an important message to
schools and teachers and children and
their parents all across this Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, once again I am befud-
dled, bewildered, but mostly amazed by
the explanation given by the chairman
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce of what this resolution does.

He says it is only one of many meth-
ods that can be used to teach reading.
But I am reading the resolution itself,
and it says ‘‘direct systematic phonics
instruction should be used in all
schools as a first and essential step in
teaching a student to read.’’

Mr. Speaker, this resolution states
that phonics-based instruction should
be used by all schools in their efforts to
teach children to read and should be in-
cluded in pre-service teaching require-
ments.

What other insulting gimmicks will
the Republican leadership think of
next? This resolution ignores the vol-
umes of research on reading instruc-
tion that shows the need for a balance
between phonics and whole language
instructional techniques. This resolu-
tion also takes the unprecedented and

demeaning step of placing Congress in
the classroom by dictating a particular
curriculum choice, regardless of the
view of our teachers, principals and su-
perintendents at the local level. Is this
what Republicans mean when they say
Washington knows what is best for
local communities?

Mr. Speaker, when our committee
considered the President’s America
Reads legislation during the last Con-
gress, we learned from witness after
witness that a solely phonics-based
curriculum or solely whole language
based curriculum is not effective in
teaching children to read.

Last year, reading instruction ex-
perts testified before our committee
that a balanced approach, using
phonics and whole language, is the
most effective and proven way to teach
children to read.

What is most objectionable about
this resolution is its forcible intrusion
into the classroom through a Federal
endorsement of what should be locally
determined curriculum.

Why does the Congress need to make
an affirmative statement that phonics
and phonics solely should be utilized in
schools? I say that anyone who votes
for this resolution dictating how teach-
ers and local school boards should
teach reading should never again speak
of local control of our schools.

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to op-
pose this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. SCHAFFER).

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I
would remind the previous speaker and
others who are considering this matter
that the resolution before us is a sense
of Congress resolution and in no way
represents any sort of mandate or dic-
tate or requirement at the Federal
level, merely a statement of opinion
based on some simple observations
from the scientific community and the
academic community that phonics
works and should be preferred.

Let me give you a perfect example of
an expert who speaks forcefully on the
matter. This is a letter that I received
from the Colorado Commissioner of
Education.

‘‘I am writing in response to your re-
cent inquiry,’’ which was about this
bill. ‘‘I strongly support the need to re-
dress the balance in American reading
instruction. Sadly, over time, that bal-
ance has tilted against phonics, which
throughout our history has been a
foundation of solid reading skills.

‘‘The proper interaction between the
44 sounds, or phonemes, and the 26 let-
ters of the English language is some-
thing that must be well understood by
all who would aspire to teach our
young children. Tragically, by their
own testimony, our reading teachers in
overwhelming proportion have not re-
ceived this training in anywhere near
the measures needed.

‘‘Today, at the national and state
levels, there is broad consensus that

teacher training must be dramatically
redesigned. Nowhere is that redesign
more needed than in the area of read-
ing, the essential foundation for all
learning. Furthermore, ensuring that
every teacher possesses a strong
grounding in phonics must be at heart
of our redesign in reading.

‘‘Being most grateful for your out-
standing work on behalf of Colorado
children, I remain sincerely yours, Wil-
liam J. Maloney, Colorado Commis-
sioner of Education.’’

I would submit there is one more ex-
pert that should be considered, and this
expert is like many throughout the
country, this is a grandmother who
sent me an e-mail on this very bill.
Here is what she says.

‘‘I would like to go on record that I
have six grandchildren in Larimer and
Weld Counties in Colorado, and I must
tell you that the two that are in Weld
County (Eaton School District), are ex-
cellent readers, which teaches phonics.
The four here in Larimer County (Ft.
Collins schools) are terrible readers,
not taught phonics. Thank you.’’

That letter is from B. Bessert of Fort
Collins.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the ranking member from the State of
Missouri for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to articulate some
deep reservations and concerns about
this resolution. Certainly, as a parent
of three children, I want my children
to be able to read; as a member of the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce I want the scientific com-
munity to be able to make rec-
ommendations to our local school
boards and to our teachers on what
method works best; and as a Member of
Congress, we certainly want to share
with the American people some of our
ideas on this.

But as a Member of Congress, I am
very hesitant to say that I am the ex-
pert on reading here in Washington,
D.C., and our local school boards
should prioritize and use this as the
first method of teaching our children
in Indiana, in Nebraska, in Georgia, in
New Jersey and throughout the coun-
try, as to what we should be telling our
first grade and second grade teachers
we think this is the priority, that we
think this is the first way you should
do this; we think this is our preferred
method, so you should do it in all 50
states. I do not think that is our role,
quite frankly.

Now, if the resolution read, as it does
in the third resolved clause, ‘‘all Fed-
eral programs with a strong reading
component should use structural prac-
tices that are based on scientific re-
search in reading,’’ period, I think we
could all agree to that. But the first re-
solved clause, probably the most im-
portant resolved clause, says ‘‘Direct
systematic phonics instruction should
be used in all schools as a first and es-
sential step in teaching a student to
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read.’’ All schools, the first and essen-
tial step.
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I am here to stand up for my local
school boards and my local teachers
and my local parents and say, you guys
should figure this out. I am not sure we
should be telling them the preferred
way, the priority.

Additionally, the National Academy
of Sciences study issued last year rec-
ommends a combination of methods,
that phonics and whole language
should be blended for our young people.
Now, could we say that? I am not even
sure we should say they should be
blended.

I think that the third resolve clause,
saying that all Federal programs with
a strong reading component should use
instructional practices that are based
on scientific research in reading, and
not dictate to our local schools what
should be taught first, what should be
taught in all schools, what should be
priorities, what should be preferred, I
think that goes a bit too far for our
local school boards and our local par-
ents.

Let us continue to give them the
choices and the discretion, so I have
reservations and caveats about this
resolution.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HORN).

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, we have experts who
will tell us one thing and then another,
and that is not the test. The test is ex-
perience: what happens when we teach
phonics?

California went through this for the
last 50 years in K through 12 education.
In the thirties in Pasadena and other
‘‘progressive’’ schools they banned
phonics. In one of the major cities in
Los Angeles County in the fifties they
had banned phonics.

A friend of mine who was a fifth
grade teacher kept two erasers in her
hand. One was when the principal came
through the door, to wipe out the
phonics she had put on the blackboard.
That went on for a year or so. At the
end of that year, achievement tests
were given. The principal said to her,
‘‘Mrs. Patterson,’’ her name was Isabel
Patterson, ‘‘Mrs. Patterson, you just
have a very unusual, unique class. In
this whole city of 350,000 people, your
class has been 25 to 50 percent ahead of
every single other class in this school
system.’’

Mrs. Patterson just smiled and said,
‘‘Thank you, Principal.’’ He praised her
teaching and all that. He did not know
she was teaching phonics. She was the
only one in the whole city who was
teaching phonics. That is why her stu-
dents were way ahead of every student
in that city.

That school district now has adopted
phonics, and so have most districts in
California. They are through with what
went on in the thirties. I think when

we realize that this individual was not
only an outstanding teacher, she was
also becoming an entrepreneur. With
her limited funds she started buying
houses. She gave $2 million to the Isa-
bel Patterson Child Development Cen-
ter at California State University,
Long Beach.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend, the gentleman from Mis-
souri, for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, in a couple of days I
have one of the most important meet-
ings on my schedule for the next couple
of months. It is with a person named
Ms. Jordano. Ms. Jordano is my daugh-
ter Jacqueline’s first grade teacher. My
wife and I are going to the parent-
teacher conference. When we go to the
patient-teacher conference, we are
going to listen to what she has to say,
because we respect her ability after
years in the classroom to know about
how to teach a first grader how to read.

Today I find myself in a different
role. We are giving unsolicited advice
to the reading teachers of America as
to how they ought to teach reading. We
certainly are entitled to our own opin-
ion, but I think to offer that opinion as
an institution is an abrogation and
overstepping of our authority as the
Congress of the United States.

I would consider voting for this reso-
lution on one condition. If we are going
to take responsibility for determining
reading curriculum for the teachers of
America, let us give the teachers of
America responsibility for determining
other questions about education. Let
us let them decide whether to fully
fund the IDEA. Let us let them decide
whether to put 100,000 qualified teach-
ers in classrooms across America. Let
us let them decide whether to fix the
crumbling school buildings that exist
in communities across America, and
build new schools. Let us let the teach-
ers of America decide whether we
should make a true national commit-
ment to pre-kindergarten education,
which we do not presently have. Let us
let them decide whether we should in-
crease Title I funding, as many of us
advocated on this floor just a few
weeks ago.

I suspect if we yielded that authority
to them, that they would vote in favor
of all those things for education. I sus-
pect the majority will not want to do
that. For that reason, we should get
back in our proper role, defeat this su-
perfluous amendment, and pass real
education legislation to improve Amer-
ica’s schools.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Guam
(Mr. UNDERWOOD).

(Mr. UNDERWOOD asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to express my dis-
may and disappointment that this
House is taking up an entirely unneces-
sary resolution endorsing phonics in-
struction and criticizing whole lan-
guage reading instruction.

As a former dean of a school of edu-
cation and a teacher trainer who in-
cluded a discussion of the fundamental
underpinnings of various teaching
strategies in several courses that I
taught for nearly two decades, this
really does take the cake. This is one
of the most preposterous resolutions I
have ever seen about a teaching strat-
egy.

Different teaching strategies work
for different people for different rea-
sons. Teaching strategies have a psy-
chology base and a philosophical base
which is continually tested and tem-
pered by practice and by classroom
trial and error, by experience in unique
and diverse communities around the
country.

To quote something that is fre-
quently said on the other side, ‘‘The
best decisions about education are left
to individual communities, to indi-
vidual teachers in classrooms, to the
local situation,’’ of course, except when
it comes to phonics versus whole lan-
guage.

I cannot imagine why a national leg-
islative body would spend its time on
this issue, which is hotly debated and
should be hotly discussed in classrooms
and in schools of education around the
country, but a subject for congres-
sional thinking? Neuroscience, applied
linguistics, phonemes, phonics,
morphemes, syntax, grammatical rules
which are psychologically real in our
minds, to speech events, understanding
speech events, how many people here
are equipped to understand the mean-
ing of these terms and debate them
with comfort and assurance?

What is next, a resolution on new
math, a resolution on creationism, a
resolution on the role of lab work in
science courses, a resolution on direct
instruction, a resolution on our favor-
ite surgical technique in medicine, on
our favorite offense to be used by foot-
ball teams around the country, a reso-
lution on the superiority of walking
over running in exercise?

The best way to teach reading is an
issue which belongs in research institu-
tions. It is a matter which is best left
up to classroom professionals and for
communities to sort out.

This resolution, as my colleague, the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY)
pointed out, is so absurd, it is the one
time that perhaps I really wish I could
vote on this floor so I could vote
against it.

Written English is a crazy language
in written form. The companion meas-
ure to this should be to go back to that
earlier movement in the earlier part of
this century when we tried to make
English totally phonetic. That would
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really facilitate phonics, and then we
would have to spell phonics F-O-N-I-K-
S.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. ISAKSON), a member of the
committee.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise for
a couple of reasons. The gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) made some
very great statements, and he referred
to the resolve clauses, but he neglected
to refer to the amendment which ap-
pears at the end of that page which, in
my judgment is effective, as one who is
a big advocate for children, because it
amends the whole code, which says
that phonics is one of the necessary
components.

The truth of the matter for any of us
who have been in education, this de-
bate today is like many debates that
go on in America between whole lan-
guage advocates and phonics advo-
cates. I will tell the Members, both of
them are right. Both of them should be
included. This says our teachers do
have the choice, and it is very impor-
tant.

I rise today because I want to pay
tribute to the United States Depart-
ment of Education for providing us in
Georgia with a Goals 2000 grant which
allowed us to develop the phonics-based
Reading First program in Georgia
under Dr. Cindy Cupp, which enabled
our Title I schools, after its implemen-
tation, to raise our children across the
board by higher than the 25th per-
centile in each and every category.

Phonics is one, but not the only one.
It should be included and not excluded.
With the amendment, this resolution
ensures that we recognize it as a meth-
odology, it is not a curriculum, and we
encourage schools to use all the best
methods to teach our children.

I commend the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. MCINTOSH). Most importantly
of all, I commend this Congress for fo-
cusing on America’s number one prob-
lem in public education. That is, the
poor reading performance of our chil-
dren as they leave the third grade.

We should give our teachers every re-
source to meet the needs of every child,
whether it be whole language or wheth-
er it be phonics-based.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, I would respond to the
gentleman from Georgia, who said that
the amendment to this bill corrected
what the problem was. It does not.

An amendment that amends the
title, and that is what this amendment
or footnote at the end of this resolu-
tion says, is ‘‘concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that di-
rect, systematic phonics instruction is
one of the necessary components of an
effective reading program.’’

That is just in the title, it is not in
the body of this resolution. It has no
effect whatsoever on what is in this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would urge
my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion, and would like to share with
them some of the materials I have put
into the RECORD.

The first is a statement from Indiana
State Senator Teresa Lubbers, who is
an expert on education, having been a
teacher herself and worked mightily in
that area in our State Senate. She has
worked to improve the performance of
Hoosier students, and she is absolutely
convinced that our success depends on
our ability to produce competent
teachers.

She goes on to say, one ingredient of
that is, ‘‘I am also convinced that
phonics awareness is the preferred and
proven way to teach reading. We do our
children a disservice when we allow
them to move ahead without a mastery
of reading, which ensures frustration
and failure throughout their school
years.’’

Mr. Speaker, I would mention again
the statistic I said in my opening
statement: 67 percent of our fourth
graders in America are below standard
in reading. That is unacceptable. This
resolution says, let us do everything
possible to make that work for them.
Phonics is one of the ways in which
teachers can do that.

A second statement that I would like
to enter into the RECORD would be from
Linda Wight Harmon, who is a parent.
She talks about her eldest daughter,
Catherine, who uses the skills of read-
ing in the second grade, where she
learned phonics from a private tutor in
a computerized language program.

Another is a list of several success
stories from teachers in our public
schools in Indiana.

The letter that I mentioned earlier
from an elementary schoolteacher in
grade one, Ms. Kristi Trapp, who
talked about her student from Africa,
the young man who was not able to
read at all but was able to learn in her
school; then also another teacher from
that same school, Mrs. Karin Jacob.

Finally, we have several other things
from parents. One of them is from
Diane and Bill Walters, who talk about
the never-ending story of trying to get
Justin, their son, to be able to read,
and several statements that were pre-
pared for the interim study committee
in the Indiana State Senate, one from
Ms. Diane Badgley, another came from
Peggy Schafir, another from Susan
Warner.

All of these parents and teachers talk
about the success of phonics for their
children. That is what we are talking
about today, is the children of America
and how we can help them learn to
read.

Finally, I include for the RECORD a
list of commonly asked questions
about reading instruction that was pre-
pared by Dr. Patrick Groff, who is a
board member and senior adviser to the
NRRF.

The material referred to is as follows:

COMMONLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT READING
INSTRUCTION

(By Dr. Patrick Groff, NRRF Board Member
& Senior Advisor)

Q: What Do Children Need To Learn In
Order To Read Well?

A: Four main things: (1) phonics informa-
tion and how to apply it to recognize words;
(2) familiarity with the meanings of words;
(3) the literal comprehension of what authors
intended to convey; and (4) a critical atti-
tude toward what is read.

Q: What Is Phonics Information?
A: The relationship or correspondences be-

tween how we speak and spell words. The in-
dividual speech sounds in our oral language
generally are represented regularly by cer-
tain letters, e.g., the spoken word—rat—is
spelled r-a-t.

Q: What Is A Phonics Rule?
A: The rule that a speech sound is spelled

frequently by a certain letter (or cluster of
letters), and in no other way. For example,
the speech sounds /r/-/a/-/t/, in this order, are
spelled r-a-t over 96 percent of the time.
Children apply phonics rules to gain the ap-
proximate pronunciations of written words.
After this, they usually can infer the normal
pronunciations.

A: How Does The Application Of Phonics
Information Work?

A: The child first perceives the individual
letters in a word, e.g., rat. He or she than
‘‘sounds out’’ this word by saying its three
speech sounds, /r/-/a/-/t/. As children’s skills
grow in phonics application, they can quick-
ly recognize frequently occurring letter clus-
ters such as at (as in fat, cat, mat, etc.).

Q: How Is Phonics Information Best
Taught?

A: In a direct, systematic, and intensive
fashion. Here both teacher and pupil know
precisely what are the instructional goals,
and the skills to be learned are arranged into
a hierarchy of difficulty, and adequate prac-
tice for learning to mastery is provided.

Q: What About Children Who Can Recog-
nize Individual Words, But Whose Reading
Comprehension Is Relatively Poor?

A: These children are lacking in one or all
of the following: (1) background knowledge
in the topics they attempt to read; (2) knowl-
edge of the meanings of words in these top-
ics; (3) ability to make inferences about the
content being read; and (4) ability to follow
the organization or structure of the text that
is pursued. Teaching for these children
should concentrate on these matters.

Q: What Is The Relationship Of Knowledge
Of Phonics Information and Reading Com-
prehension?

A: Nothing develops the quick and accu-
rate (automatic) recognition of written
words better than does proper phonics in-
struction. Then, nothing relates more close-
ly to reading comprehension than does auto-
matic word recognition. The ability to recog-
nize words automatically allows children to
direct their mental energy when reading to-
ward the comprehension of written material.

Q: My School Tells Me That My Child Has
Been Taught To Apply Phonics Information.
But He/She Still Has Difficulty Recognizing
Words. What Is The Problem?

A: It is highly probable that your school
actually teaches phonics information in only
an indirect, unsystematic, and non-intensive
manner. Since many of today’s schools do
not teach phonics skills sufficiently nor suit-
ably, home instruction often becomes nec-
essary.

Q: Isn’t The Spelling Of English Too Un-
predictable Or Irregular For The Application
Of Phonics Information To Work Well?

A: No. True, there are notable exceptions
to some phonics rules, e.g., the pronuncia-
tion and spelling of tough. Nonetheless, the
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notable successes of direct and systematic
phonics programs disprove the above charge.

Q: My Child Reads Slowly, But Accurately,
At The Same Speed Both Orally And Si-
lently. Is This A Matter Of Concern.

A: Accuracy in reading almost always is a
more important goal than rate of reading,
especially with beginning readers. Very high
rates of speed in reading, in fact, are illu-
sionary. They inevitable are simply scanning
or skimming, rather than true reading. Even
the average university student actually
reads around the same speed, orally and si-
lently.

Q: Isn’t It True That Many Children Can-
not Learn Phonics Information?

A: To the contrary, rarely is this so. Only
the small number of children with genuine
central nervous system dysfunctions experi-
ence significant difficulty learning properly
taught phonics information.

Q: My Child’s Teacher Says That ‘‘Sight’’
Words, Recognized As ‘‘Wholes,’’ Must Be
Learned Before Phonics Instruction Is
Begun. Is She Correct?

A; No. The Assumption that children rec-
ognize words by ‘‘sight,’’ that is, without
using their letters as cues to their recogni-
tion, is not substantiated by the experi-
mental research. Individual letters are the
cues all readers use to recognize words. For
example, we know cat and rat are different
words because we see that their first letters
are not the same. ‘‘Sight’’ word advocates
never answer the question: ‘‘If children rec-
ognize words as wholes, how are the wholes
recognized?

Q: What Is A Reasonable Time Schedule
For Children To Develop The Ability To Rec-
ognize Words Independently, Without Some-
one Else’s Help?

A: With proper phonics teaching it is jus-
tifiable to expect the normal child to reach
this state by the end of grade two. More apt
pupils can become self-sufficient in reading
at even an earlier age. Reading independ-
ently means the ability of children to read
without help any topic they normally can
talk about or otherwise understand.

Q: I Have Heard About The ‘‘Look/Say’’
Method Of Teaching Reading—Is This A
Valid Approach?

A: No. ‘‘Look-Say’’ methodology assumes
that if children are given enough repeated
exposures to words as ‘‘wholes,’’ they will
learn to identify them as ‘‘sight’’ words.
Phonics teaching is de-emphasized and de-
layed. ‘‘Look-Say’’ suffers the same basic
weakness as any other ‘‘sight’’ word method.

Q: What Are the Best Ways To Test My
Child’s Reading Abilities?

A: First, listen to him or her read aloud. If
he or she guesses at words, some additional
direct and systematic phonics instruction is
called for. Then, jot down critically impor-
tant parts of the story your child reads
aloud. Have him or her retell the story. How
many consequential points were omitted? If
this is more than 20 percent, discuss ahead of
time with your child the topic and the spe-
cial words of the next story he or she reads.
Unfamiliar words and topics are the greatest
handicaps to reading comprehension.

Q: Is The ‘‘Language Experience’’ Method
Effective For Reading Development?

A: In this approach children dictate sen-
tences to teachers, who transcribe them on
large sheets of paper as children watch. It is
theorized here that anything children can so
‘‘write’’ they also easily can read. Since
most LE programs do not teach phonics di-
rectly, systematically, and intensively, they
do not prove to be a superior way to teach
children to read.

Q: I have Heard That Children’s Guessing
At Words, Using Sentence Contexts As Cues
To Word Identities, Can Substitute For The
Application Of Phonics Information. True Or
False?

A: False. The use of context cues is a rel-
atively immature and crude means of word
recognition, utilized extensively only by be-
ginning readers. Able, mature readers gen-
erally recognize words automatically, not
through the use of context cues.

Q: Won’t The Intensive Teaching Of
Phonics Information Cause Reading Com-
prehension To Be Largely Ignored Or De-em-
phasized In Schools?

A: This is an unverified apprehension. In-
tensive phonics instruction simply develops
a necessary tool for the expeditious realiza-
tion of the ultimate goal of reading: to com-
prehend literally, critically analyze, and
enjoy and appreciate written material. In
fact, intensive phonics teaching is the most
felicitous and quickest way to create inde-
pendent readers, i.e., children who can read-
ily comprehend any written topic about
which they can talk or think.

Q: Does Teaching Children To Syllabicate
Long Words Help Them To Recognize These
Words?

A: Yes, with proper teaching. Children
readily can identify the number of syllables
in a spoken word. Thus, they correctly will
say there are four syllables in interesting.
Teaching dictionary syllabication of words
to help children read them is not the most
productive practice, however. A better proce-
dure is to teach children to first identify the
vowel letters in long words, and then to at-
tach the consonant letters that follow. The
syllabication of interesting thus becomes
int-er-est-ing. Manipulate becomes man-ipul-
ate.

Q: Books Called ‘‘Basal Readers’’ Are Wide-
ly Used in Schools. Are They The Best Means
By Which To Teach Phonics Information?

A: These books, given grade-level designa-
tions, are accompanied by instructional
manuals for teachers. Unfortunately, they
generally do not teach phonics information
adequately. With rare exceptions, they do
not teach enough phonics information to
prepare children to recognize quickly and ac-
curately the words they present in their sto-
ries. It has been found that almost any basal
reader system is improved by the addition of
intensive phonics teaching.

Q: Many Schools Now Tell Children To Use
‘‘Invented Spelling.’’ Are There Any Dangers
In This Practice

A: Yes. To avoid frustrating these young
pupils, they should be provided words to read
that their phonics training has prepared
them to recognize. Also, long and convoluted
sentences should be avoided. As children’s
reading abilities grow, these controls can be
relaxed progressively.

Q: It Is Said That Literacy Instruction
Should Be ‘‘Integrated.’’ What Does This
Mean?

A: Literacy consists of writing as well as
reading ability. It greatly reinforces a
child’s ability to recognize a word if he or
she learns to spell and handwrite it imme-
diately after learning to identify it. Urging
children to write this word at this time in
original sentences has the same desirable ef-
fect.

Q: My School District Has Adopted The
‘‘Whole Language’’ Approach To Reading De-
velopment. What Are Its Views On Phonics
Teaching?

A: Whole Language advocates insist that
reading instruction must not be broken down
and taught as a sequence of subskills, rang-
ing from the least to the most difficult for
children to learn. They assert that all read-
ing skills of every kind must be learned co-
instantaneously. Therefore, whatever
phonics information individual children may
need to know they easily will infer on their
own as they read ‘‘real books.’’ Since chil-
dren supposedly best learn to read simply
‘‘by reading,’’ no direct and systematic

teaching of phonics is necessary. It is impor-
tant to note that there is no experimental
research evidence to support this view of
phonics instruction.

Q: What Is The Whole Language Theory
Regarding Reading Comprehension?

A: The Whole Language (WL) approach
urges children to omit, substitute, and add
words—at will—in the materials they read.
It also encourages children to ‘‘construct’’
idiosyncratic versions of the meanings that
authors intended to communicate. It is a
‘‘pernicious’’ practice to expect children to
give ‘‘right’’ answers regarding word identi-
ties and the meanings of written text, a lead-
er of the Whole Language movement admon-
ishes teachers. As with their views on
phonics instruction, the proponents of Whole
Language offer no empirical verification for
their opinions about how reading comprehen-
sion should be developed. The most unfortu-
nate consequence of Whole Language teach-
ing is that children are not made ready by it
to read critically. Since children in Whole
Language classes are not always expected to
gain the exact meanings that authors in-
tended to impart, they are not prepared to
examine them critically.

Q: Shouldn’t Children Who Speak Non-
standard English (e.g., ‘‘I Ain’t Got No Pen-
cil. They be Having’ My Pencil.’’) Learn
Standard English Before Being Taught To
Read?

A: While mastery of standard English is re-
quired in many jobs, it is not expedient to
wait until children who speak nonstandard
English learn the standard dialect before
teaching them to read. Moreover, there have
been successful reading programs with non-
standard speakers, who usually are children
from low-income families. Taking time out
of reading programs to deliberately try to
change children’s dialects neither is an eco-
nomical use of this time, nor particularly ef-
fective in developing reading skills. Learning
to read standard English, fortunately, does
have the desirable side effect of teaching
children how to speak standard English.

Q: Some Schools Say They Are Teaching
‘‘Metacognition’’ In Their Reading Pro-
grams. Is This A Necessary Or Valuable
Practice?

A: Metacognition refers in part to chil-
dren’s conscious awareness of how well they
are progressing, during the actual time they
are reading. For example, children would ask
themselves, ‘‘Does what I am reading make
sense to me? If not, why not?’’ Schools that
emphasize this overt self-examination by
children of their reading and performances
find that pupils learn to comprehend reading
material better than otherwise is possible.

Q: What Is an Effective Way For Parents
And Other Interested Parties To Find Out If
Their Schools Are Teaching Reading Prop-
erly?

A: The first question to ask of schools is,
‘‘Have you adopted the Whole Language ap-
proach to reading development?’’ If so, de-
scribe how it is conducted.’’ If the answer is
yes, it usually will be the case that pupils
are not being given proper instruction in
word recognition nor reading comprehension.
Then, ask to see the syllabus for teaching
phonics information that teachers are re-
quired to follow. Determine if phonics infor-
mation is being taught directly, systemati-
cally, and intensively. Calculate how ade-
quately children are prepared, through
phonics lessons, to recognize the words in
the stories they are given to read.

Q: I Have Discovered That My School
Teaches Reading Improperly. Now What Do I
Do?

A: The policies for reading instruction or-
dinarily are set by the central office staff of
the school district. It is delegated to do so by

VerDate 29-OCT-99 01:25 Nov 05, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A04NO7.004 pfrm02 PsN: H04PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H11495November 4, 1999
the school board. Ask these officials to de-
fend in writing the defective reading pro-
gram they have sanctioned for use by teach-
ers. Particularly, request citations of the ex-
perimental research on which this unsound
reading program is based. If you have found
that the unsatisfactory reading program is
the Whole Language approach, you will re-
ceive no such list of experimental research
studies, since the empirical research does
not support Whole Language. In this event,
demand that your school board make a pub-
lic policy statement as to whether the dis-
trict’s reading programs must be based on
experimental research evidence. Few, if any,
school boards will say otherwise. Then, re-
mind the board that it logically cannot con-
tinue to authorize the use of the Whole Lan-
guage scheme. Your appearances at board
meetings, and letters to the media will give
you added opportunities to convey this mes-
sage.

APRIL 13, 1999.
To Whom It May Concern:

Filimon Adhanom is a student in my room
who came from a remote area in Africa. The
language he speaks we can not find an inter-
preter for. He came to me this year with no
English background and no school experience
at all.

Each day in my classroom, we would work
on the sounds on the ‘‘Smart Chart’’ as a
whole group. Each day Filimon would sit and
listen. During our ‘‘Smart Chart’’ time each
day I would allow the children to come up
and say the sounds of a certain row. Then
one day I happened to call on Filimon just to
see if he was catching on and to my amaze-
ment he could say the whole column of
sounds. He earned a star for his effort and
before long he knew all the sounds on the
‘‘Smart Chart’’.

Soon after this Filimon starting sounding
out words he really didn’t know the mean-
ing, but because of the sounds he had learned
from the chart he now can read, sound out
most words, spell, write, and even spell big
daddy words that have three syllables. The
‘‘Direct Approach’’ to phonics gave Filimon
the key to unlocking the world of English
and how it works.

I feel that the Direct Approach to Phonics
is a necessary tool to helping not only ESL
students, but all students high or low. It has
been one of the most encouraging programs
I have seen for years. I wish every child
could have the opportunity to work with the
‘‘Smart Chart’’. It gives each child a key to
unlock the world of letters, sounds, and read-
ing.

Sincerely,
MS. KARIN JACOB.

The following statements were given by
Hoosier parents before the Interim Study
Committee of the Indiana State Senate.

TESTIMONY FROM DIANE BADGLEY

I’m writing because I know the pain of a
child that attends school everyday and can
not read. I’m writing because 10 years later
I see the joy of independence in the same
child who can now read and has been given a
choice to his future. I have learned, children
don’t fail, adults fail children.

Kyle started preschool at age 3, I helped in
the school, we were fortunate enough to not
have me away at work. This allowed for a lot
of time for one on one interactions and read-
ing. I was always told that if I read to my
children every day they would become read-
ers. It worked well for Kyle’s older sister
Jodie. She was reading before she entered
the first grade.

Throughout preschool, kindergarten and
first grade Kyle struggled with knowing the
names of all the letters in the alphabet. In
second grade we tried to get him to under-

stand the letters on a page can be sounded
out to make words. This seemed impossible
and painful for all of us including the school.
As a result of daily embarrassment and the
need to fit in, Kyle was able to memorize
some books, so it appeared he was reading.
However, after testing, the Public School
recommended Special Education placement.

Kyle was removed from his second grade
class and placed in a smaller class with chil-
dren with all different emotional and phys-
ical special needs and with a teacher who
thought she knew how to help him. This is
when emotional struggles started for Kyle.
In his world he was not only failing
academicly but also socially. I assured Kyle
the placement was temporary, because he
would be taught to read in this class and
then be able to rejoin his friends.

But, in third grade he was still not reading.
When Kyle was invited to sleep overs at a
friend’s house, he refused for fear he would
have to play games that required reading
(Monopoly, Clue, Charades), or take a turn
reading jokes out of a joke book, or read a
scary story at midnight. Once, Kyle tried
going to a sleep over. He hadn’t been there
long when we got a call asking us to pick
him up. He was behaving badly. You see,
Kyle would much rather be seen as a bully
than a dummy.

Kyle was promoted each year. Each year,
he struggled with reading and with his peers,
they teased him, they couldn’t believe he
couldn’t read. He was passed on year after
year because of Special Ed. Accommodations
and adaptations—books on tape, an aide to
write his essay tests, reduced spelling list,
untimed test—and working through recess
and lunch to get all the work done. But still
not reading enough to be independent. I kept
thinking what year will they focus on the
reading?

One day when he was in fifth grade, I found
Kyle’s older sister reading him a note from a
girl in his grade. That was when I realized,
‘‘This is all wrong. He will never fit in unless
I find a way to teach him to read. He needs
to be out playing during recess, eating lunch
with other kids. Playing games at sleep
overs, playing on the computer, reading and
writing his own love notes.’’

My husband, Keith, is a director of a de-
partment for a plastics company in Rich-
mond, Indiana. Keith admitted to me that
the would never hire Kyle—his own son—un-
less he learned to read. Even in a mainte-
nance position, Kyle would be a safety haz-
ard in the work place.

I realized then, as Kyle’s mother, I had
nothing to loose. I signed a home schooling
form and enrolled Kyle in a private reading
clinic. The clinics reading instruction is
based on the 30 years of NICHD (National In-
stitute of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment) research. Kyle learned how to break
apart words into sounds. For him, this was
the key that unlocked the door. He went
every day with homework on weekends. It
was intensive, bit it was like magic. Kyle
wanted to go! He was reading on grade level
in 6 months!

This experience taught me that Kyle did
not fail reading all those years, the system
failed Kyle. I am not asking public schools to
teach all children Physics X, we are talking
about reading. We know now because of the
NIH research all children can learn to read,
it is our responsibility to teach them.

Since Kyle’s success, I have attempted to
help other parents and schools with their
children. Kyle is in High School now, and is
still reading on grade level and is on the aca-
demic track. I have been unable to stop tell-
ing my story and have started ‘Parents’ Coa-
lition for Literacy. My board is made up of
businessmen, an attorney, a pediatrician,
college department heads, primary and sec-

ondary teachers and parents. We now know
it will take a whole community to teach
ALL children.

How well one reads sets the foundation for
future success in school, work and relation-
ships. Because our family was financially
able to help Kyle build that foundation, he is
ready to face the future. Our hope is that all
Indiana children will have the same choices.

TESTIMONY OF SUSAN L. WARNER

Good Afternoon. I’m Susan Warner, and I
want to thank you for taking the time to
have this important discussion about read-
ing. I title this humble effort ‘‘Bill’s Story.’’
My six year journey to learn about the
teaching of reading began when our son
showed difficulties in speech. We took three
year old Bill to his school for speech testing.
This coincided with the pre-school teacher
noticing that Bill didn’t always ‘‘hear’’ her.
Bill did have chronic ear infections as a tod-
dler, so we had his hearing tested. In both
sets of tests, he was pronounced, ‘‘just fine,’’
and we were temporarily relieved. In kinder-
garten he passed all of his ‘‘sounds’’ of the
alphabet test. I taught him ‘‘hooked on
phonics’’ in hopes that it would help him
learn to read, but nothing worked. I was be-
ginning to learn about the difference be-
tween ‘‘phonics’’ and ‘‘phonemic awareness.’’
By this time Bill’s happy disposition was
gone, and it was a huge undertaking just to
get him to the bus stop because he hated
school.

First grade testing revealed that Bill test-
ed ‘‘borderline’’ by state guidelines. He did
not qualify for an IEP, because the results of
testing did not show a two year grade deficit
in learning yet. Private testing confirmed
that although Bill possessed an IQ of 109, he
had difficulty processing auditory informa-
tion. We still wonder why the state guide-
lines are structured to allow children to fail.

Again, on our own, we found a program
called Fast Forward which Bill completed
the summer before second grade. The second
grade teacher was confident that with inten-
sive phonics he would make progress. It
didn’t take long to see that Bill was still
failing and frustrated, and needed help.
Through a friend, we hired Linda Mood Bell
clinicians. It was no surprise that Bill now
at age 8, was reading far below his ability.

It is difficult to express what the Linda
Mood Bell program has done for our son.
After eight weeks he was finally reading.
The LMB tutors were my son’s lifeline. With-
out them, Bill would have failed school at
second grade. Bill made gains in every area.
When his principal and teacher came to ob-
serve, they could not believe his progress.
Bill started to be his funny self. I knew that
we were making progress, when he went from
saying that tutoring made him want to say
the ‘‘CH—’’ word, to after 8 weeks saying
that he wanted to say the ‘‘SH—’’ word. Un-
fortunately, the rebuilding of his self-esteem
will probably take years.

Last week Bill earned his first ‘‘spelling
star.’’ We are using the tools that the LMB
program has taught us. Unfortunately, he is
still behind after spending over $25,000.00 in
testing and remediation, and we have a long
road ahead of us. Instead of working to pay
this off, my days are spent driving back and
forth for the purpose of expensive remedi-
ation. However, it is a small price to pay be-
cause our son no longer looks at the pictures
in a book to figure our a word. What happens
to children who don’t have Pat and Susan
Warner for parents?

I am so proud of Bill. He has persevered
through things that no child should have to
experience. From the humiliation in front of
his peers, to some thinking that he was just
lazy, and everyone telling him that he could
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learn to read, when he could not. He will be
tested yet again this month to see if he
qualifies for an IEP.

The good news is that in PHM, we TOPA
tested all of our kindergarteners in the
spring. We have identified children who have
a lack of phonemic awareness. They will get
Earobics, and some will get Fast Forward.
We are looking to incorporate Structures of
Intellect into our gym curriculum. Our
teachers are being trained in programs such
as Linda Mood Bell, Language, and Wilson.
This type of early intervention will make a
difference.

As an elected school board member, I will
continue to support programs for early inter-
vention. The new accountability legislation
demands results. I hope the state will help
pay for results. I intend to be accountable,
but schools need your support.

Recently, I leafed through the contents,
and indexes of text books pertaining to the
teaching of reading at a local college. I found
little to support the current research about
teaching reading. I returned Monday to
check, and found two books that did explain
phonemic awareness. Unfortunately these
were masters degree texts. It should be no
surprise, that many children don’t learn to
read. It is a crime.

I will continue to channel my energy into
improving the way we teach children. It is
how I avoid being consumed by what has
happened to my son, by a state system, that
should protect children. I urge this com-
mittee to please take steps to show us that
you support improvement too. Thank you.

TESTIMONY OF DIANA, BILL AND JUSTIN
WALTERS

There is a popular childs book, titled, ‘‘The
Never Ending Story’’. Well, this is our sons
never ending story.

Today Justin is sixteen, his story began
over nine years ago. Justin comes from a two
parent home he has a older sister, a dog of
his own and a pony. Justins parents are both
college graduates. He has had a well rounded
family life and social life. We believe we did
‘‘all the right things’’, we began reading to
Justin and his sister daily at a very early
age. Nursery school with French class,
music, and art began at age three. We waited
the extra year to begin our son in school.
Justin began his first year at age six. His
class had 60 students all in one huge room.
Two teachers one aid. We parents volun-
teered weekly to help. Even at this young
age his teacher chose to put Justin in the
lower reading group. Why? He had not even
begun to read yet. I was a twice a week vol-
unteer I saw the other students picking up
books and just read. Was our son not doing
the same? I was told not to worry, some
catch on sooner than others just go home
and work on the alphabet and read to him.
Allow him to enjoy reading.

Justin began first grade at Madison in the
Penn Harris Madison school district. We no-
ticed at once that Justin is not able or did
not respond to reading his first grade books
out loud to us. He preferred that we read
them to him. He enjoyed the stories but he
had no knowledge of how to sound the words
out. We were told after questioning the
teacher not to worry that he understood the
concept, just to keep reading to him, and
point to the words, he would ‘‘catch on.’’ We
did this every night after school, we believed
that the educated teacher knew how to teach
reading.

By the third grade we grew even more fran-
tic. Justin was doing well in most classes,
keeping up, even doing better than average
in Math, Science, History. He had great
friends and the teachers thought that he was
a wonderful kid. He was very intelligent for

his age. He was a great kid. One thing still
stood out, he could not read the books he
brought home. His father and I took turns
reading his school books for him, Justin con-
tinued to listen and remember what we read.

Justin was fortunate enough at this time
to have a substitute teacher. To our surprise
she stopped me in the hall at school one vol-
unteer day. Asking me if I had noticed that
Justin was having trouble reading, perhaps
he had a reading disability. This was the
first time that a teacher had come to me,
this was the first time anyone had said the
word disability! Was this why he could not
‘‘Catch On’’? This substitute suggested that
the school have Justin tested. With her help
we were able to go through the channels to
have Justin tested. The tests showed that
Justin did have more than a two year lag in
reading, while being average and above in
the others subjects. We were told that he
must have a reading disability, but, when
asked what, these teachers and experts could
not tell us. Justin could be given a I.E.P. In-
dividual Educational Plan, and put into a
government paid program, ‘‘Chapter One’’.
This class was for forty-five minutes with
twelve or fifteen other students. The teacher
was a aid said to have taught reading in New
York State. We were also told that we should
be very happy for these accommodations. We
were hopeful that this was the solution for
Justin, these were ‘‘trained educated’’ people
in charge of our sons education.

By Justin’s fourth and fifth grades years
the school corporation sent a part time
Learning Disability teacher out to our
school. Justin received 45 min. daily reading
help. This same teacher would also read
Justin’s tests for him and work sheets. When
asked how he was doing, she said that Justin
had some kind of reading disability but was
not sure what. When asked about Justin’s
lack of phonics and his inability to sound
out words, she said that he was fine in that
area.

Justin was now going into the Middle
School. His L.D. teacher was concerned that
he would not make it in a regular class with-
out modifications. She was scared that he
would get lost. So, it was suggested that he
be put into direct services for all his classes.

Justin’s first day was a nightmare. He
came home in tears, asking ‘‘what had he
done so wrong as to be put in that room’’ he
described the classroom as kids who did not
care, they stood on tables and sat under
them, they yelled and some cursed. He was
scared. Justin was not in the L.D. program
for a behavior problem or a attention prob-
lem. He just could not read to his grade
level. Within minutes of Justin’s arrival
home his new teacher called. She asked the
same question, ‘‘why was Justin in her
room’’ it was clear he did not belong there.
She suggested that he go back into the reg-
ular class room but that he could go to her
for help. When he could find her and when
she had time. She has twenty-one or more
other students. Justin was also given 45
min., daily direct reading time with a un-
trained aid. He was told to read to her, and
if he tried hard enough that he would read
better. He read, she corrected his misread
words. This went on for sixth and seventh
grades. During this time we had continued
trouble with the teachers of Justin’s classes
even taking time to read his I.E.P. We were
told by one that they had too many to read
and she for one did not have time to read
them. Justin struggled and tried to cope. We
continue to question and to seek help.

By Justin’s eighth grade year he had lost
his friends, he believed that they were em-
barrassed to have a friend who could not
read. His best friend of eight years stopped
calling, stopped coming over. Justin would
sneak into the L.D. room for help, hoping
that none of his friends would see him.

After about a month of school, we decided
that we needed to help, and save our son. We
enrolled Justin in a newly opened private
school. He needed quality teachers who
would give him a quality education. We be-
lieved that the I.E.P. was just a bad fitting
Band-Aid. It helped him to cope but did not
deal with his real issues. We did not have
much time in Justin’s educational life to
save him.

Justin had a great year. The school tai-
lored better to Justin’s way of learning. He
had wonderful caring teachers. Justin’s self-
esteem rose. He saw that he could learn. But,
Justin still was not reading anywhere close
to grade level. We were still trying to keep
up with all his reading at home. This school
lasted only for one short year, but while still
open, in the spring the school offered space
to a language program called ‘‘Linda Mood
Bell’’.

We decided to have Justin tested, the re-
sults told us Justin was in the eighth grade
trying to cope at a First Grade reading level.
No wonder Justin could not take notes, read
his school books, or even write verbal in-
structions down. This program was a intense
phonemic awareness program, after re-
searching this method we learned that there
had been great success with teaching a non
reader with this program. We planned to
begin as soon as possible. To Justin’s misfor-
tune, the school after one year lost its sup-
port and funding. It closed and with it we
lost the reading program, before he was able
to begin.

Justin returned to the public school sys-
tem, again with a I.E.P. In his ninth grade
year, he still read between first and a fourth
grade level, trying to again ‘‘keep up’’.

In November of that year, we and Justin,
decided that he could not cope any longer.
Justin had to read that was the bottom line.

We, along with other parents from this
area having the same problems with the
schools reading or non reading programs, de-
cided we needed to take drastic measures.
After doing our own research we continued
to read over and over that a non-reader
would greatly benefit in a phonemic aware-
ness program. Sharing the expense of air
flight, room and board, local transportation,
plus a hourly fee we parents brought teach-
ers from the Linda Mood Bell program back.

With the agreement of our school system
Justin would attend a four hour daily inten-
sive reading program. Every morning he
would go to the one on one program, working
with the Linda Mood Bell instructors. At
noon we would drive him back to High
School for his required classes. Justin did
this for four months; at the end of this time
Justin was tested again. He tested at eighth
grade reading level with a fifth grade spell-
ing level. In some tests he even tested high-
er. He was able to read! He was able to see a
new word and break it down and sound it
out. He felt good about himself, he really
could be taught to read. He was not a failure.

That summer he attend summer school
catching up on missed required classes. He
then went to one to two hour sessions daily
with a Linda Mood Bell teacher that I
brought back for the month of June.

Things are not perfect yet, he still needs
encouragement, Justin continues working
with a tutor out of the school system, so he
may receive the correct reading program
suited to give him the optimal help. He has
continued to increase his reading skills. We
feel Justin has been a victim of our school
system. He was not to blame but he is the
one person suffering the consequences.

He has not given up, he continues to meet
teachers with little understanding of a per-
son who learns differently. This year,
Justin’s Sophomore year of High School,
Justin’s father and I met a teacher at Open

VerDate 29-OCT-99 02:22 Nov 05, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A04NO7.014 pfrm02 PsN: H04PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H11497November 4, 1999
House she made comments intended, we be-
lieve, to compliment Justin. Her words were,
‘‘never would have known Justin was a L.D.
student, he does not look like one.’’ When
she realized our surprise at her words she
stuttered, ‘‘But he works so well with the
other students’’. I did not know whether to
laugh or cry. We have done a lot of the latter
so this time we will do the first.

Since the first few days of school we have
painfully watched Justin read and take and
retake his drivers test. Three times, with
only one over the minimum missed, on the
third try he was so nervous he could not
drive to the testing site. He knew if he
missed it again he would have to wait a
month to retake the test, and not be able to
drive without a adult. Justin chose to have
the test read to him this time, in the license
branch in front of everyone, he passed 100
percent.

We will continue to fight for and give Jus-
tin love and support. It will be a ‘‘Never End-
ing Story’’.

Justin now reads notes left by us, and he
leaves us notes written by him with cor-
rectly spelled words. I save every, ‘‘Mom
took lunch money. Please call for hair cut.’’
What sweet words for a parent to see and
read.

TESTIMONY OF KRISTI TRAPP

I used a phonetic approach (Smart Chart)
with all of the first grade students that at-
tended summer school. A test was created to
allow students to demonstrate knowledge of
phonemic awareness. Students verbally dis-
played knowledge of long and short vowels,
vowel teams, blends, and diagraphs. It also
provided a means of evaluating their use of
phonetic rules. Decoding and word attack
skills were evaluated too.

Almost every student had mastered the en-
tire chart by the end of summer school.
These results reflect using a phonetic ap-
proach for 15 days, twenty-five minutes each
day. The phonetic approach is called ‘‘Direct
Approach’’.

Pretest Average—50 percent.
Posttest Average—89 percent.

FIRST GRADE TEST RESULTS

Pretest (percent) Posttest
(percent)

56 ................................................................................................... 95
12 ................................................................................................... 62
64 ................................................................................................... 91
69 ................................................................................................... 87
30 ................................................................................................... 89
93 ................................................................................................... 100
29 ................................................................................................... 82
14 ................................................................................................... 69
58 ................................................................................................... 78
85 ................................................................................................... 100
58 ................................................................................................... 91
87 ................................................................................................... 100
76 ................................................................................................... 93
55 ................................................................................................... 87
27 ................................................................................................... 93
58 ................................................................................................... 87
56 ................................................................................................... 96
6 ..................................................................................................... 67
37 ................................................................................................... 78
28 ................................................................................................... 78
75 ................................................................................................... 98
45 ................................................................................................... 96
40 ................................................................................................... 93
69 ................................................................................................... 98
44 ................................................................................................... 98
62 ................................................................................................... 87
33 ................................................................................................... 93
56 ................................................................................................... 95
85 ................................................................................................... 98
23 ................................................................................................... 76
38 ................................................................................................... 85
30 ................................................................................................... 93
36 ................................................................................................... 75
40 ................................................................................................... 75
36 ................................................................................................... 89
27 ................................................................................................... 89
64 ................................................................................................... 95
82 ................................................................................................... 98
65 ................................................................................................... 89
65 ................................................................................................... 93
40 ................................................................................................... 85
69 ................................................................................................... 91
87 ................................................................................................... 98

FIRST GRADE TEST RESULTS—Continued

Pretest (percent) Posttest
(percent)

45 ................................................................................................... 93
51 ................................................................................................... 80
29 ................................................................................................... 76
44 ................................................................................................... 85

I have seen a dramatic improvement in
where my kids are this year using the pho-
netic approach compared to last year with-
out it. I gave the first theme test for our
reading series and was shocked to find al-
most all of my students in the ‘‘A’’ range.
The students have more confidence in their
independent reading and writing skills. I
spoke at a PTO meeting recently about my
reaction, my students reaction, and their
parents reaction to using the Phonetic Ap-
proach. The parents at the meeting seemed
to all be in favor of this approach after hear-
ing the difference it is making. Several par-
ents during conferences shared that ‘‘their
kids knew so much more than their older
kids did at this age because of the strong
phonetic foundation we are providing’’. That
made me feel so proud of what we are doing.
One parent told me that her fifth grade
daughter was struggling with spelling and
that she might have her first grader help
mark the spelling words for her sister. A
first grader helping a fifth grader that is un-
believable isn’t it? Hopefully we will receive
the funding so that grades 1–5 will be able to
use the Smart Chart. My students are so
enthuastic about using the Smart Chart that
they often break into chanting the sounds on
the chart.
USING PHONICS THROUGHOUT THE CURRICULUM

I use phonics all day long. It is not an iso-
lated activity. We use phonics in reading,
spelling, math, social studies, science, and
health. When we are learning about a new
subject and big words are involved we need
to know what they mean and be able to read
them. We used word attack sills on the more
difficult words before we actually read in
subject area. That way the kids will know
the difficult words in advance and be able to
comprehend the story much better.

DIRECT APPROACH—SUCCESS STORIES

I incorporate vocabulary words from con-
tent area subjects. We talk about analyzing
words by dividing them into syllables, mark-
ing the letter sounds and using our chin and
hand to count syllables. It’s very exciting!

—Mary Lyon, Longfellow Middle School,
6th Grade Title I Reading

I teach Math to 6th graders, but I work
with the Reading teacher to pull out words
from the Math book. (ex: data, information).
I help students decode so they can then do
the Math.

—Burnedia B. McBride-Williams, IPS
#28, 6th Grade Math

Before reading a comprehension page, we
scan and pull out any words which may be
‘‘stumbling blocks’’. We mark them on the
board and use them in sentences. Then we
are better prepared to read for meaning.

—Dorothy Mason, Title I Reading, IPS
#44

When my son was in first grade, he used to
say, ‘‘I hate school, how old do you have to
be to quit?’’ He was so frustrated because he
couldn’t read. The school did not ‘‘believe’’
in phonics. When my son learned The Direct
Approach, he got the ‘‘tools’’ he needed to
read. The logical approach made sense to
him. He started reading on his own instead
of me reading to him. With only one year of
the smart chart, in second grade, he scored
4th grade reading equivalency on the Stan-
ford Achievement test! Pretty amazing!

—A happy mom!

Each Monday, the class writes their spell-
ing words phonetically. As I put the marks
on the words on the board, the kids are tell-
ing me what marks to make. They have
learned the chart so well, that if I forget a
mark, they give about half a second before
saying, ‘‘Mr. Schwitzer! You forgot the
(missing mark)!’’ It’s incredible! The first
week of November, half the class got 100% on
their spelling tests.

—Lou Schwitzer, Grade 4, IPS #44
I teach 7th grade Title I Reading. After a

slow start, when my students felt the
phonics tape was a little too ‘‘first grade’’
for them—I gave them several multiple syl-
lable words. The students struggled with the
larger words, so we began at the inter-
mediate level. Now everyone enjoys coming
up to the board. We pull words out of reading
comprehension exercises. Now we’re pulling
words such as ‘‘hyposensitize’’ out of the dic-
tionary! (It means reduce sensitivity to al-
lergens, etc.!)

—Stuart Wood, Longfellow Middle
School #28

Second grade students are decoding three
and four syllable words! After decoding, they
are able to spell the words without looking.
Our spelling grades have improved greatly.
We have had four weeks where we had every-
one with 100%! Children get extremely ex-
cited and almost fight to come to the chalk-
board to mark and spell words! When we use
the Phonics Pad worksheets, we do the top
part as a class. They call out how to mark
the words! They get so excited, they have
trouble sitting still! Each child does the bot-
tom part for review. I’m seeing such im-
provement!

—Ruth Esther Vawter, IPS 107, Grade 2
Since I’ve been using the Direct Approach,

my children are very excited about learning!
One of my major problems has become my
best student. We use the smart chart to
mark and sound out any word that we don’t
know. We can now sound out long words and
they’re asking for longer words. Comprehen-
sion skills are improving because we mark
and decode unknown words before reading
paragraphs!

—Linda Jones, 6, 7, 8 L.D.
So far, we’re doing 1 or 2 words we call

‘‘challenge words’’ or ‘‘third grade words.’’ If
I don’t have one on the board, they ask
where their word is. I call them ‘‘Detective
Smith’’ (their last names) as they ‘‘decode’’
words!

—Reta Cunningham, IPS #109, Second
grade

I teach 8th grade boys. The very worst
reader in my room loves to use the yard
stick to lead the smart chart drill. (He some-
times balances on his chin to point!) The
boys try to ‘‘beat’’ the ‘‘lady on the tape!’’
Marking their spelling words really helps
them focus on each sound.

—Public School Teacher, Middle School
An easy game to play for reinforcing the

sounds on the smart chart is called ‘‘Make
these letters grow’’. I write lame on the
chalkboard. The children create word fami-
lies such as blame, came, fame, etc. Phonics
works!!!

—Shirley J. DeNoon, IPS #57
My students love to use the words ‘‘ma-

cron’’ and ‘‘breve’’.
—Janet Johnston, IPS #109, Grade 1

READING FAILURE

My name is Linda Wight Harmon. I’m a
product of Indiana public schools and to this
day I make my living using reading and writ-
ing skills I learned in first grade and analyt-
ical skills I learned as a college business
major. My husband is Tim Harmon, the man-
aging editor of the South Bend Tribune. To
this day, he uses skills he learned in the first
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grade and later the Indian University School
of Journalism.

Our eldest daughter is Catherine. Today,
she uses skills she learned in SECOND grade
from private tutors andd computerized lan-
guage programs. She is now a self-sufficient,
very motivated fourth grader inher Montes-
sori classroom. She has an average IQ, a
whopper vocabulary, an inquisitive mind,
naturally curly hair, books in her
backpacks, the best reading comprehension
in her class, notebooks scribbled with stories
. . . and a well-developed fear of failure from
first grade.

That was the year that no one at a Na-
tional Blue Ribon school could teach an edi-
tor’s daughter to read.

She started out eager, but quickly lost her
spirit when her first spelling list—words like
watermelon, apple, red, green—was a com-
plete mystery. She had no idea that letter
linked to sounds, something her Kinder-
garten teacher warned us about in our pre-
vious town. Even then, she couldn’t tie her
shoes, couldn’t tell left from right, couldn’t
count to 30. Twice she’d had hearing tests be-
cause she didn’t hear everything we said to
her.

But the principal at the new school calmed
our fears. She assured us her teachers knew
what to do. They put Catherine in a special
‘‘Discover intensive Phonics’’ class. It went
right over her head. By Christmas, she could
not tell the difference between the words
‘‘as’’ andd ‘‘apple.’’ Next, the teachers put
her on an early intervention list, which
meant she was observed for three of the four
remaining months while the teachers did
nothing. She grew increasingly frustrated.
She couldn’t write. She couldn’t read and the
children in her class pointed that out to her.
The teachers gave her easier work. Nightly,
she cried herself to sleep, dreading the next
day of failure.

That summer, we took her to a
neuropsychologist in Indianapolis. In 45 min-
utes, he told us our daughter had a profound
learning disability. In three hours, he had
pinpointed her deficit as a lack of phonemic
awareness, a common, easily-detected prob-
lem in non-readers. he found her reading
level to be ‘‘Kindergarten-9th month’’ and
that, unless she was properly instructed, she
would and, I quote, ‘‘Never really read.’’

He told us the approach that would best
address her deficits was Lindamood-Bell, a
multi-sensory, structured approach that fo-
cused on auditory processing, but he doubted
we could find it or, for that matter, any
other method to teach dyslexics to read. He
told us: ‘‘You need to get Catherine some
hobbies.’’

Armed with an IEP, she went back to the
Blue Ribbon school for second grade. She sat
alone in the hall and listened to tapes of a
teacher as she followed along with her fin-
ger. She was seated next to a smart girl who
was assigned to read work-sheets to Cath-
erine and spell the answers. She went to the
resource room for a half hour a day. She felt
stupid. She cried herself to sleep. She begged
not to go to school. Tim and I more than
once carried her into class in our pajamas,
leaving her sobbing in her seat. And it got
worse. She talked about hating her life and
wanting to die. Then one morning, waiting
for bus and sobbing, she threw up her break-
fast . . . into my hands.

It was then that I saw how clearly this
Blue Ribbon school was teaching my daugh-
ter pre-bulimia skills, not pre-reading skills.
Catherine has never been back to a public
school.

My mother, my husband and I have spent
hundreds of hours researching the right way
to teach this child to read, using the pre-
scription of the National Institutes of Health
research, something her teachers had never

heard of. Catherine has spent six weeks in a
computer therapy program that trained her
brain to distinguish sounds—phonemic
awareness—then 120 hours with Lindamood
tutors who taught her the 44 sounds in the
English language and how to link them to
letters.

At the end of the fourth week, the tutors
said, ‘‘Can you get Catherine some books?
She’s read all we have.’’ At the end of the
eighth week, she tested at second grade, sec-
ond month.

The money I’ve lost track of—but we’ve
spent well over $30,000 finding her deficits,
undoing what the Blue Ribbon school did
wrong, remediating her issues and getting
the job done right.

And we’re not alone. Lindamood has
taught roughly two dozen children to read in
South Bend in the last 18 months. But the
thing is—all of this could have been done in
Kindergarten and first grade. Our daughter—
and many, many other children—could have
been assessed in the beginning in Kinder-
garten, taught with other children who need-
ed multi-sensory, systematic approaches and
they all could have learned the right way in
the beginning, in groups, with a properly
trained teacher, in a regular classroom.
These approaches have been around a long
time. They aren’t revolutionary. They don’t
make people Republicans or Democrats—but
I can guarantee they do create the founda-
tion for a literate voter.

But what keeps me up at night—and should
you also—is the six kids in Catherine’s first
grade who were in the same boat, and the
two dozen who didn’t read that well even
with the phonics. Then there are the chil-
dren in inner city schools—one out of four in
the South Bend Community school system is
classified as Special Ed. There are thousands
of Catherines in this world, but the incidence
of reading failure is MUCH higher than the
incidence of LD. With or without Title 1
funding, with or without literate parents,
with or without upscale suburban tax bases,
with or without breakfast, our children are
not learning to read because their teachers
do not have enough tools and the teachers
aren’t accountable anyway.

Today, if it weren’t for the research from
the National Institutes of Health, Rutgers
University and Lindamood-Bell, I would be
writing to you as the parent of an illiterate
child. Instead, I’m here to beg you to stop
what I found at one of Indiana’s best schools:
Ignorance. My daughter’s teachers didn’t
know the early warning signs of reading dis-
orders—I’ve told you five of them in the past
few pages, more than they knew after earn-
ing master’s degrees in reading from major
state universities.

As a parent and as a voter, I do believe
that the United States should have the high-
est literacy rate in the world. It is to our
shame that we do not. It is also due to our
short-sightedness that we don’t do every-
thing possible to teach all children to read in
Kindergarten and first grade so they can
read their own textbooks, learn in class-
rooms for the next eleven years and graduate
from high school. Instead, we brush the non-
readers and poor-readers aside and muddle
through, cheating them and their regular-
learning classmates out of a first-class edu-
cation and spending increasing amounts each
year helping students who read their own
textbooks.

Educators do not heed the educational re-
search from the National Institutes of
Health, yet we would sue a family physician
who failed to act on half the early warning
signs of cancer as established by that same
research body. If the education community
can’t force itself to do the job, then legisla-
tors simply must protect the children of this
country from needless reading failure and

put educators in the position where they can
and do teach all our children to read . . . on
time.

LINDA WIGHT HARMON.

‘‘As an Indiana State Senator who has
worked for many years to improve the per-
formance of Hoosier students, I am abso-
lutely convinced that our sources depends on
our ability to produce competent readers.
The world opens to the child who can read
and, unfortunately, leaves behind those who
cannot. Our obligation is to make certain
that every child is given the best oppor-
tunity to become a reader. I am also con-
vinced that phonemic awareness is the pre-
ferred and proven way to teach reading. We
do our children a disservice when we allow
them to move ahead without a mastery of
reading, which ensures frustration and fail-
ure throughout their school years. Anything
we can do to prevent this from happening is
worth our effort. After all, they don’t get a
second chance to get this right.’’

INDIANA STATE SENATOR TERESA LUBBERS.

TESTIMONY BEFORE STUDY COMMITTEE—
INDIANA

Thank you for this opportunity to speak.
My name is Peggy Schafir, and I’m a parent
from Richmond, Indiana. I’m here to tell you
about the enormous struggle and ultimate
success my child encountered in learning to
read. Our experience has been very painful,
and my purpose for speaking is to prevent
other children and families from having to
live through that same pain and failure.

I have two children. Ben, who is 16, learned
to read as if by magic. Matt is 14, and has
struggled with reading most of his life.

Before they started kindergarten, we pre-
pared our boys the best we knew how. We
read to them daily. We made sure they saw
us reading for business or pleasure. We tried
to give them rich experiences—both by ex-
ploring new places and things in person, and
by discovering them in books. We tried to
create a home rich in language and lit-
erature.

For Ben, it was enough. For Matt, it
wasn’t.

At the end of one year of kindergarten,
Matt was still struggling with matching
sounds to letters. His teacher recommended
that we have him repeat kindergarten. We
did, and it appeared to work. When he start-
ed first grade, Matt knew all of his sounds
and letters. He seemed ready to learn to
read.

Imagine our disappointment when he did
not. At the end of first grade, Matt was not
reading. We worked with him diligently over
the summer, following all the advice we
could gather. In second grade, Matt received
extra support at school.

In a sense, it appeared that Matt could
read. If we read a book to him, he could read
it back to us word for word. But if we took
a word out of the book—one he had read eas-
ily—and wrote it on a piece of paper, he had
no idea what it was. What is more, he seemed
to have no idea how to go about figuring out
what it was.

By the time Matt reached third grade, we
began to experience real behavior problems.
We tried everything we could think of. At
one point, Matt was seeing a child psycholo-
gist, an optometrist (who gave him exercises
to improve his visual tracking), and a speech
pathologist. But the behavior told us we
were still not doing enough. We decided to
have Matt tested by a private reading tutor
in our community.

In third grade, Matt knew four sight words.
In third grade, Matt became frustrated try-

ing to read pre-primer books.
In third grade, Matt was basically a non-

reader.

VerDate 29-OCT-99 01:32 Nov 05, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A04NO7.009 pfrm02 PsN: H04PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H11499November 4, 1999
We learned from the testing that Matt had

very poor phonemic awareness. In other
words, he could not separate word ‘‘dog’’ into
its component sounds /d/ /o/ /g/ or blend the
sounds /k/ /a/ /t/ to say ‘‘cat’’. All his hard
work learning to match the sounds and let-
ters was important, but he needed more in-
formation before letters could convey worlds
to him. Matt needed to learn how to hear,
order, segment, and blend sounds.

Working with the reading tutor two hours
a week, Matt began at last to make progress.
By the beginning of fourth grade, he was
reading at second grade level. A personal tri-
umph—but still enough of a discrepancy for
him to be tested for learning disabilities. We
were told that reading was a ‘‘high expecta-
tion’’ for Matt. He would always need accom-
modations. He had to be placed in the ‘‘least
restrictive environment’’.

After our first case conference, my hus-
band took Matt to Earlham College for a soc-
cer practice. He was in a hurry, so he
drooped Matt off at the parking lot. ‘‘You’ve
been here before,’’ he said. ‘‘Just find the
sign for the Athletic Building, then find the
sign for the Coach’s Office’’. Oh, no. Matt
would have to read. He looked at his father
through the car window and said, ‘‘Dad, I
can’t.’’ That evening, my husband said,
‘‘Peggy, we have to fix this. It’s going to be
up to us.’’

That began a journey which has taken a
lot of our time, our energy, and our savings.
It is a journey which has been worth every
step.

First, we took Matt out of school (using a
home schooling form) and enrolled him in a
very intensive reading clinic in Nashville,
Tennessee. (I don’t want to mislead you
about Matt’s enthusiasm for this—on the
way, he kept kicking the dashboard and
screaming, ‘‘I am not going to Nashville!’’)
At the clinic, Matt continued to work on his
phonemic awareness, and on how to use let-
ters to get information about sounds. The in-
struction was systematic, explicit, and very
intense—Matt worked four hours a day one-
on-one with his tutors. Yes, the environment
was restrictive, but only for a short time.
Matt was at the clinic for six weeks. The al-
ternative of remaining in the world of illit-
eracy would have restricted him for the rest
of his life.

In those six weeks, Matt progressed from a
second grade reading level to a fifth grade
reading level. He returned to school, and we
monitored him very carefully. Occasionally,
he slipped, and we enrolled him again in a
variety of clinics until he could solidify his
new skills.

In total, Matt received 720 hours of remedi-
ation. He is now an 8th grader, reading at
grade level with 90% accuracy. His reading
speed improves daily. Last year. on one of
our many car trips to and from clinics, Matt
turned to me and said, ‘‘Mom, this is the best
year of my life. I’m finally getting my dys-
lexia fixed.’’

We have our son back. He is happy and
confident again. College is a very real option
in his future. I want to be honest with you.
We have lived through a very severe case of
dyslexia. Even so, if we had caught Matt’s
delay in developing phonemic awareness
back when he was in kindergarten, all of our
lives would have been very different. Waiting
until fourth grade to accommodate and re-
mediate was very expensive, and I don’t
mean just in terms of dollars. This expense
can be avoided.

This is what I have learned as a parent:
Reading is an incredibly complex process,
which can break down at any stage. To help
our children master this process, we must
know where they are breaking down as soon
as possible. We must know how to address
our children’s needs, and be prepared to de-
liver what they need in the amount needed.

My husband and I were fortunate to be able
to do that for Matt. I am here today because
I hope that every child in Indiana can get
that same attention.

Matt’s first need was phonemic awareness.
In that, Matt was not alone. Poor phonemic
awareness is the single most common factor
among people who do not read. Please, as
you consider policies about reading, remem-
ber children like Matt. Think of the Matt
that might have been, what the future holds
for him now, and share with me the dream
that all children will enter the world of lit-
eracy.

Thank you. I’ll be glad to answer any ques-
tions I can.

b 1145
Mr. Speaker, let me just close and

say this does not need to be controver-
sial. It simply says one method that we
think is important for our teachers to
teach is the use of phonics. They will
have complete discretion in their class-
room about how they teach, but let us
recognize the fact that when 67 percent
of our fourth graders are below stand-
ard on reading something is des-
perately wrong. We have to use what
the scientific studies say work, that is
phonics, and this Congress should go on
record today as being in favor of teach-
ers using this as one method in their
classroom.

Finally, I would address the Congress
in saying this is not a mandate. This
is, at its core, a sense of Congress reso-
lution, that this issue is so important
that the body wants to go on record
urging our teachers to use phonics,
urging our teaching training schools to
teach phonics as one method among
many that they will use to teach our
children to read.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The question is
on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. MCINTOSH)
that the House suspend the rules and
agree to the concurrent resolution, H.
Con. Res. 214, as amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-

mand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Concurrent Resolution
214.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.
f

CLARIFYING OVERTIME
EXEMPTION FOR FIREFIGHTERS
Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I move

to suspend the rules and pass the bill

(H.R. 1693) to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to clarify the
overtime exemption for employees en-
gaged in fire protection activities.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 1693

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DEFINITION OF FIRE PROTECTION

ACTIVITIES.
Section 3 of the Fair Labor Standards Act

of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 203) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(y) ‘Employee in fire protection activi-
ties’ means an employee, including a fire-
fighter, paramedic, emergency medical tech-
nician, rescue worker, ambulance personnel,
or hazardous materials worker, who—

‘‘(1) is trained in fire suppression, has the
legal authority and responsibility to engage
in fire suppression, and is employed by a fire
department of a municipality, county, fire
district, or State, and

‘‘(2) is engaged in the prevention, control,
and extinguishment of fires or response to
emergency situations where life, property, or
the environment is at risk.’’.
SEC. 2. CONSTRUCTION.

The amendment made by section 1 shall
not be construed to reduce or substitute for
compensation standards (1) contained in any
existing or future agreement or memo-
randum of understanding reached through
collective bargaining by a bona fide rep-
resentative of employees in accordance with
the laws of a State or political subdivision of
a State, and (2) which result in compensation
greater than the compensation available to
employees under the overtime exemption
under section 7(k) of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1693 is a simple
and noncontroversial bill, introduced
by our friend from Maryland (Mr. EHR-
LICH), that would amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act to clarify the existing
overtime exemption for firefighters.
The Committee on Education and the
Workforce reported the bill yesterday
without amendment and by voice vote.
The bill has major bipartisan support
in the House and it is supported by
both labor and management, who
would be affected by the change under
the bill.

In addition, the National Association
of Counties, the National Association
of Towns and Townships, the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors and the National
League of Cities are supporters of this
bill.

Generally, under the Fair Labor
Standards Act, workers are entitled to
overtime compensation for hours
worked in excess of 40 within a week.
The act contains unlimited exemption
for overtime, under Section 7(k), for
employees of public agencies who are
engaged in fire protection activities.

The firefighter exemption allows em-
ployees engaged in fire protection ac-
tivities additional scheduling flexi-
bility in recognition of the extended
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periods that firefighters are often on
duty. Employees who are covered by
Section 7(k) may work up to 212 hours
within a period of 28 consecutive days
before triggering the overtime pay re-
quirement.

The Department of Labor’s regula-
tions specify that rescue and ambu-
lance service workers, sometimes re-
ferred to as emergency medical serv-
ices personnel, may be eligible for the
firefighter exemption if they perform
duties that are an integral part of the
agency’s fire protection activities, but
an employee may not perform activi-
ties unrelated to fire protection for
more than 20 percent of the employee’s
total hours worked.

Many State and local governments
employ EMS personnel who receive
training and work schedules and main-
tain levels of preparedness which is
very similar to that of firefighters. In
the past, these types of employees fit
within the 7(k) overtime exemption.

In recent years, however, some
courts have narrowly interpreted the
7(k) exemption and held that emer-
gency medical services personnel do
not come within the exemption because
the bulk of their time is spent engaged
in nonfire protection activities. These
lawsuits have resulted in State and
local governments being liable for mil-
lions of dollars in back pay, attorneys
fees and court costs.

So there is a real need to modernize
this area of the Fair Labor Standards
Act and to clearly specify who can be
considered a fire protection employee
for purposes of the exemption.

H.R. 1693 clarifies the law by speci-
fying the duties of employees who
would be eligible for the limited over-
time exemption. The bill would ensure
that firefighters who are cross-trained
as emergency medical technicians,
HAZMAT responders and search and
rescue specialists would be covered by
the exemption even though they may
not spend all of their time performing
activities directly related to fire pro-
tection.

Finally, the bill would clear up the
confusion that employers face in trying
to interpret the law. A misinterpreta-
tion of the law could needlessly expose
local governments to significant finan-
cial liability and dramatically increase
the cost of providing adequate fire pro-
tection services.

H.R. 1693 is a narrow bill, but one
that is important in helping State and
local governments provide fire protec-
tion and emergency medical services in
a most effective and efficient way pos-
sible. I would urge my colleagues to
support this clarification.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I support this bill.
Under the 1985 amendments to the Fair
Labor Standards Act, the 7(k) exemp-
tion was intended to apply to all fire-
fighters who perform normal fire-
fighting duties. H.R. 1693 provides that

where firefighters are cross-trained and
are expected to perform both fire-
fighting and emergency medical serv-
ices, they will be treated as firefighters
for the purpose of overtime. However,
where emergency medical technicians
are not cross-trained as firefighters,
they will remain outside the purview of
7(k) and will be entitled to overtime
after 40 hours a week, even if the emer-
gency medical services are placed with-
in the fire department.

This bill is supported by both man-
agement and labor. The policy it re-
flects ensures that unreasonable bur-
dens are not placed upon fire depart-
ments in accounting for hours worked.

I commend the sponsor, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. EHRLICH),
for his efforts to produce consensus leg-
islation, and the chairman of our com-
mittee, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING), for bringing this
bill to the floor. Mr. Speaker, I urge a
yes vote on H.R. 1693.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. EHRLICH), the sponsor of this
legislation.

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER) for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, from its inception, the
Fair Labor Standards Act has exempt-
ed fire protection employees from the
traditional 40-hour workweek. Histori-
cally, any emergency responder paid by
a fire department was considered to be
a fire protection employee. However,
recent court interpretations of Federal
labor statutes have rendered this defi-
nition unclear.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1693 seeks to clar-
ify the definition of a fire protection
employee. The bill reflects the range of
lifesaving activities engaged in by to-
day’s fire service, built upon its long
tradition of responding to all in need of
help. Specifically, today’s firefighter,
in addition to fire suppression, may
also be expected to respond to medical
emergencies, hazardous materials
events, or even to possible incidents
created by weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

The issue addressed by H.R. 1693, Mr.
Speaker, concerns fire department
paramedics trained to fight fires who
have prevailed in several civil suits for
overtime compensation under the
FLSA. The paramedics successfully ar-
gued they were not fire protection em-
ployees covered by the FLSA exemp-
tion since more than 20 percent of their
normal shift time was spent engaged in
emergency responses rather than fire-
fighting, such as emergency medical
calls.

The U.S. Supreme Court has declined
to consider these cases, thus exposing
city and county governments to com-
pensation liability for unpaid overtime
into the millions of dollars. For exam-
ple, one subdivision I am privileged to
represent, Anne Arundel, Maryland,

taxpayers are liable for $3.5 million
under a recent FLSA case.

The potential consequences of these
cases are serious and far-reaching and
could ultimately result in a dramatic
increase in the local costs of fire pro-
tection to taxpayers nationwide.

This bipartisan bill is supported by
the International Association of Fire-
fighters, the International Association
of Fire Chiefs, the National Associa-
tion of Counties. Labor and Manage-
ment support this bill as a remedy, as
the remedy, for an increasingly serious
situation.

Keep in mind, Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1693
only affects those who are trained, pre-
pared and have the legal authority to
engage in fire suppression, but also
work to save lives in so many other
ways. This bill clarifies the law by
more precisely defining those duties
that should qualify for the firefighter
exemption, thereby preserving the in-
tended flexibility afforded to cities and
fire departments under the original
Fair Labor Standards Act.

On a point of personal privilege, Mr.
Speaker, I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) for
managing the bill on the floor, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING), the chairman of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. WELDON), the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS), the
cochairs of the Congressional Fire Cau-
cus.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I have
no requests for time, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1693.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 1693.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
f

SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT
SCHOOLS SHOULD USE PHONICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 214,
as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
MCINTOSH) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to concurrent resolu-
tion, H. Con. Res. 214, as amended, on
which the yeas and the nays are or-
dered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 224, nays
193, answered ‘‘present’’ 2, not voting
14, as follows:

[Roll No. 564]

YEAS—224

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte

Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hobson
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Packard
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)

Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—193

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews

Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin

Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra

Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)

Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar

Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—2

Abercrombie Obey

NOT VOTING—14

Bachus
Bereuter
Bishop
Ehlers
Houghton

Kanjorski
Larson
Leach
Linder
Meek (FL)

Oxley
Payne
Scarborough
Sessions

b 1219

Messrs. RAMSTAD, DOGGETT, GIL-
MAN, BALDACCI, PASTOR and
FRELINGHUYSEN changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof) the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2528

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to have my name
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 2528,
the Immigration Reorganization and
Reform Act of 1999.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.
f

FURTHER CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 2000

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to the previous order of the
House, I call up the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 75) making further con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2000, and for other purposes, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The text of House Joint Resolution 75
is as follows:

H.J. RES. 75
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Public Law 106–62 is
further amended by striking ‘‘November 5,
1999’’ in section 106(c) and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘November 10, 1999’’. Public Law 106–
46 is amended by striking ‘‘November 5, 1999’’
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘November 10,
1999’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). Pursuant to the order of the
House of today, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. J. Res. 75, and that I may
include tabular and extraneous mate-
rial.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the current continuing
resolution, under which the agencies
that are funded in the five remaining
uncompleted appropriations bills ex-
pires tomorrow night. Negotiations on
these remaining bills are ongoing.
However, I must say that while we are
making some progress in our negotia-
tions with the administration, they are
going slow but sure. So it appears we
will not be able to complete our agree-
ments on these remaining bills for the
next several days.

As the CR that we are operating
under presently expires at midnight to-
morrow night, the joint resolution be-
fore the House would extend the provi-
sions of the current CR until November
10. I would have preferred that we
would have been able to have com-
pleted our work by tomorrow night,
but the issues involved require addi-
tional time to work out. In light of this
situation, I urge all Members to sup-
port this extension.
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I would say again that we have been

spending early mornings, long days,
and late nights in negotiation with the
representatives from the President’s
office, and we are making progress. The
meetings are and have been construc-
tive, and we do hope that we can finish
our business sooner rather than later. I
would also point out that this House
has done a very good job of getting its
appropriations matters considered.
This will be the 32nd appropriations
measure to be voted on in the House in
preparing for fiscal year 2000.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 7 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, why are we here? I have
been trying to answer that question
every time we bring a new continuing
resolution to the floor. Yesterday it
dawned on me. Yesterday my watch
quit running for about the fourth time,
and so I finally gave up on it and went
and bought a new one, and that
brought into clear focus what we are
doing here.

Every 7 days we are bringing a con-
tinuing resolution to the floor. We
wind up the clock for another 7 days,
but it is a clock that does not run. And
so we keep coming back here every 7
days, winding up the good old clock,
but the hands never move, time does
not pass, and we repeat the same argu-
ments over and over again the fol-
lowing week. Sooner or later I would
think people would get a little tired of
that, but I guess not tired enough yet
to do something about it.

We are here now, we have passed
three continuing resolutions, we are
about to pass a fourth, and we had a
meeting last night which took us on a
short route to nowhere. And, unfortu-
nately, if that meeting is any indica-
tion, we are going to be here for a lot
more 7-day periods, and Members are
not going to be able to go home and
enjoy a Thanksgiving. The 23 Senators
who are set to take trips abroad are
not going to be able to climb on their
airplanes and we are going to be back
here grinding the same fine powder
into dust.

I think the reason we are here is sim-
ply this: This is a Congress that has,
for the past year, at the insistence of
the majority party, spent almost its
entire effort in trying to pretend that
we were going to have big enough sur-
pluses that we could afford to pass a
giant tax bill that gave 70 percent of
the benefits to the wealthiest people in
this country. And that got in the way
of this Congress’ doing anything about
Social Security, it got in the way of
our doing anything about Medicare, it
got in the way of being able to reach
reasonable compromises on education.

We stand here in a House that has
not been able to complete action on a
meaningful Patients’ Bill of Rights nor
has it been willing to pass a minimum
wage bill. And it reminds me of that
old gospel song ‘‘Drifting Too Far
From the Shore.’’ We have been here so

long, going through these same mo-
tions, that we forget some of the very
basic things that we are supposed to be
doing when we are here.

Now, what we ought to be doing, if
we do not meet any other responsi-
bility, is we ought to be meeting our
main responsibility, which is to finish
the action necessary to complete a
budget. This Congress has done vir-
tually nothing except focus on that
question and the tax question for al-
most a year, and yet we are still here,
stuck on second base, with no prospect
of being driven home.

I ask why? And as I think about it, I
think the reason is that the majority
party in this House apparently believes
that the main action that is necessary
in order to complete action on a budget
is to reach a consensus within their
own party in the House on the question
as to what kind of budget that ought to
be. Now, it is important for any party
to know who it is and what it is; it is
important for any party to have a
sense of self and to be able to commu-
nicate that to the country. But after
that is done, it is also necessary for us
to recognize that the House is one of
only three branches of government
that deals with the budget, the other
two being the Senate and the Presi-
dent.

It is not enough for one-half of this
House to reach an internal consensus
about what has to be done if that con-
sensus leads to no way of reaching
agreement with the other two major
players in the system that our Found-
ing Fathers designed and placed into
the Constitution.

b 1230
And so, we are not stuck here be-

cause the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) has not done his job. We are
not stuck here because the Committee
on Appropriations has not tried to do
its job. They have tried mightily. We
are stuck here because somehow the
impression has developed that the only
thing we have to do to get a budget is
to develop a unanimous point of view
in the majority party caucus.

Now, the Democrats ran this House
long enough for me to realize that it is
almost impossible for a party to ever
achieve a unanimous view on any sub-
ject. And so, on most truly important
questions, it is, therefore, important to
achieve a bipartisan consensus so that
even if we do not have a hundred per-
cent of votes for something in the ma-
jority party, but if we put together
what we are trying to do with a major-
ity of the other side, we could have a
pretty healthy product that will with-
stand criticism from all sides.

That is what we ought to be doing.
But instead, we are still thrashing
around dealing with ego problems and
dealing with ideological problems
while we are continuing to come back
and winding up that old, dead clock
every 7 days. In the end, the only thing
that is going to move is our wrists.

So it seems to me that we ought to
cut through that. What we need is for

serious-minded people to sit down, rec-
ognize that compromises need to be
made. A reasonable compromise was
put on the table last night, but there
was no one home to deal with it. So I
guess we will continue to drift along. I
regret that.

I know if the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) had his way, we would not
be stuck in this inertia. But we are. I
simply hope that sometime between
now and Thanksgiving the powers that
be in this institution recognize that
this is a deadend route and we need to
come to conclusion on these issues and
go home.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I have only one remaining speaker to
close the debate, and so I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
OLVER).

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I, too, would say that,
as my ranking member the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) has said,
that I think that he is right that we
would not be here if the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
were given some freedom to work out
what is going on here. But that is not
where we are.

It is now five weeks past the begin-
ning of the fiscal year, and the Con-
gress simply has not done its work.
One week ago we adopted our third
continuing resolution, and here we are
with one more continuing resolution
being proposed. This one adds only 3
more working days, not even a full
week, only 3 more working days to the
time to do the work.

Well, what has been accomplished in
the week under the third continuing
resolution? We are still short of com-
pleting the budget. As a matter of fact,
not one of the five budgets that is still
in conference that had not been signed
by the end of the first continuing reso-
lution 2 weeks ago, not one of those
five budgets has been negotiated, which
is, it seems to me, about the only way
for differences of opinion and in policy
and dollars between the executive
branch and the legislative branch
under our process to be resolved.

Now, if the Republican leadership
were tending to other business of the
American people that they overwhelm-
ingly want done, that would be one
thing. But take campaign finance re-
form. No, that has been killed for 1999,
almost certainly for the year 2000, as
well. Take the patients’ bill of rights.
No, the Speaker of the House just
named a conference committee that ex-
cludes the major proponents from his
own Republican Party, the proponents
of the bipartisan bill that passed the
House just a couple of weeks ago; and
that conference committee is carefully
chosen so that it will defy the will of
this House.
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Take a prescription drug benefit pro-

gram within Medicare to help the hun-
dreds of thousands of senior citizens
who cannot afford to pay for prescrip-
tion drugs on which their very lives de-
pend. No, this Republican leadership
has simply refused to bring that bill
out for debate because the drug compa-
nies that oppose it make a very great
deal of money selling drugs to senior
citizens whose lives depend upon it.

Take providing in the budget for re-
ducing class size so our kindergarten
and elementary schoolchildren, which
is where all the professional educators
of all political ideologies attest that
we could make a great positive dif-
ference in education, requires both
more teachers and more classrooms to
accomplish reducing the class size in
our schools. No, they refuse to fund
that in the budget for education.

Take extending Social Security so
that Americans over 30 can be sure
that Social Security will be there when
they need it as it is for those who are
over 50. No, they have done absolutely
nothing that would extend the lifetime
of Social Security by so much as a sin-
gle day.

This is a strange record for a legisla-
tive body. Usually legislative bodies at
least try to respond to the collective
will of their constituents, to the peo-
ple’s collective will. We are going to
vote this 3 working days additional
continuing resolution, but we are going
to be back here next Wednesday voting
additional continuing resolutions.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER).

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I have supported the
previous three continuing resolutions
that we have previously approved to
try and give time for the Committee on
Appropriations to end their negotia-
tions.

Unfortunately, I do not belief that
the negotiations are now done at the
Committee on Appropriations level. I
believe they are being orchestrated by
the Republican leadership in this
House, and I think the Republican
leadership has proven itself to be dys-
functional with respect to those nego-
tiations and with respect to doing the
people’s business. So now we are called
upon to approve our fifth continuing
resolution, a continuing resolution
that does not assure that the work will
get done.

There is no evidence from approving
the past three continuing resolutions
that the work of this Nation has been
done by this body. For that reason, I
find myself very inclined to oppose this
continuing resolution.

Maybe we should stay in over the
weekend. Maybe the people ought to
work all night. Maybe the leadership
ought to give the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman

from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and others
with expertise and experience in this
field the ability to get the work of this
Nation done.

The side-bar tragedy to all of this is
that, while 435 of us remain in town,
while a couple of dozen committees re-
main in town, while the floor is in ses-
sion periodically from time to time
waiting for the Committee on Appro-
priations, the Republican leadership
will not let the rest of the people’s
business go forward. So we are not able
to have the consideration of a prescrip-
tion drug benefit for our elderly popu-
lation.

Many of us now know what our
grandparents and our parents struggle
with in terms of pain for the prescrip-
tion medicines they need. We know
that we need to provide them some ad-
ditional financial help. The President
has made that proposal. But we cannot
get consideration of that on the floor.

Many of us know that we need to ex-
tend the fiscal solvency of Social Secu-
rity, but nothing is before this Con-
gress that would extend that solvency
by a single day. And so, we do not at-
tend to that business, the needs of the
elderly, the needs of future generations
to know that Social Security will both
be secure and financially solvent when
they need it.

We passed HMO legislation, and then
we see just a brutal force act of ap-
pointing conferees that are not in-
clined to support that legislation, that
are not inclined to support progressive
managed care protections for families
that are denied care in many cases by
HMO bureaucrats, by managed care
employees, that have no medical exper-
tise, that interfere with the doctor-pa-
tient relationship.

So that HMO legislation will not
come forward in a form that it will
help American families meet the med-
ical needs of their children and of their
family members.

Why did they do that? Apparently,
they could not stand to have two hon-
est brokers on this committee so they
could not appoint the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) or the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) who
are proven to be honest brokers on be-
half of real and sensible HMO reform.

While we spent the first 9 months of
this legislative year while the Repub-
licans tried to sell to the American
public a trillion-dollar tax bill, the
vast majority of benefits that went for
very large corporations and very, very
wealthy individuals in this country, a
tax bill and a tax cut that was repudi-
ated by the American public over-
whelmingly, especially when they com-
pared it to their other priorities of pro-
tecting Social Security, making Social
Security secure, improving the edu-
cational system of their children, re-
forming the HMO system, providing for
a prescription benefit, America said
they would like us to address those
issues before they start addressing tax
cuts for the wealthy, they would like
to see us pay down the deficit if we are

not going to do that before they want
tax cuts for the very wealthy in this
country.

Having lost that battle, the Repub-
licans are now here telling us that we
after a trillion dollars that they appar-
ently said that they had room for,
given the deficit, given the long-term
debt, given the Social Security prob-
lem, a trillion dollars, they now come
back and say we do not have a dime for
prescription drug benefits, we do not
have a dime to improve our education
system, we do not have a dime to try
and help people out in the Social Secu-
rity system, we do not have a dime to
try to help people with minimum wage.

In fact, minimum wage, designed to
help people who are the working poor,
people who get up and go to work every
day of the year and at the end of the
year they end up poor, rather than do
that, they want to load up the min-
imum wage with 90 to 100 billion dol-
lars in tax cuts, 75 or 80 percent of
which goes to the top one percent of
people in this country.

So while we are trying to help what
are low-income workers with increas-
ing the minimum wage, they say the
price of that is we have got to lather
up the top one percent of this country
with $100 billion in tax benefits.

The fact of the matter is that this
continuing resolution will do nothing
to get the people’s business done in
this House of Representatives because
the Republicans refuse to address this
legislation. They refuse to do what
America needs to have done, what
American families wants, the edu-
cation of the children, the protection
of their elderly members, the protec-
tion of wages.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The gentleman will state his
point of order.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I have been pretty patient about all of
these appropriations bills.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER) is speaking out of
order. He is not speaking to the issue
before us. I think the gentleman should
be compelled to constrain his remarks
to the issue before us, and that is the
continuing resolution.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
The issue before us, Mr. Speaker, is
whether or not we are going to be given
another 7 days to fail. They have
failed. They have been given 5 weeks,
and they have failed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) will suspend.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
That is the issue before us, Mr. Speak-
er, is the failure of the Republicans
with the five continuing resolutions;
and that is what I am speaking to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California will suspend.
The gentleman will confine his re-
marks to the pending legislation.
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Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman will be
more than happy to talk about the
pending legislation and the failure the
last three times that we have had this
kind of legislation before us of the Re-
publicans either to move and reach a
budget agreement so this Nation will
know where we stand with respect to
Social Security, the debt and our obli-
gations, both domestic and foreign, the
failure of the Republicans to do that
under this legislation the previous
three times.

I think it opens a legitimate ques-
tion: Why are we now doing this for an-
other 7 days? Why are we not staying
here working over the weekend or
whatever is necessary?

b 1245

These conference committees have
been meeting time and again. But
every time they sit down to meet,
somebody walks into the room and
hands somebody a piece of paper and
the negotiations are off. If you are
going to ask the American people to be
patient for another 7 days, they have
been patient for 5 weeks, while we have
not had a budget. They ought to know
that in fact there is going to be some
chance, some chance of success that we
will have a budget that meets the
needs of this country and that while we
are here, the other 430 Members of Con-
gress that are not engaged in these ne-
gotiations, maybe we could get on with
the rest of the people’s business, the
people’s concerns about their education
system, their Social Security system,
the HMO system, the minimum wage
that workers need in this country to
try to provide for their families. That
is why people ought to think long and
hard before they just give carte
blanche again to another 7 days when
we have failed in the past 5 weeks to do
the business of this country, the busi-
ness of America’s families, the business
of America’s elderly, the business of
America’s children.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself one minute just to say
that it is that kind of political poison
that has caused the problem that we
have in the House in trying to move
appropriations legislation. This type of
poison is passed on to the administra-
tion, and then they last week refused
to even come to meetings to negotiate.
We have finally gotten them to meet-
ings and we are negotiating. But this
kind of political diatribe does not real-
ly add to getting the job done, which is
what we are trying to do.

I would point out to that gentleman
that this House has passed every appro-
priations bill, every conference report,
and we are dealing with the vetoes that
the President sent to us. The President
is finally, finally, sending a representa-
tive down here to negotiate with us.
The gentleman is really offbase. He is
making his usual political speech, but
all we are trying to do is get this con-
tinuing resolution passed which I
thought we had agreed to do.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), the chairman
of the Appropriations Subcommittee
on Commerce, Justice, State, and Judi-
ciary.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. He who is without sin, let him
cast the first stone.

The gentleman who just spoke on the
other side complains that we are not
able to produce final results at this
early date. When the gentleman’s party
was in charge of this body, I recollect
being here on Christmas Eve one year,
after having passed maybe eight or 10
continuing resolutions and they were
unable to deliver, and they had a huge
majority in this body at that time.

Now, the administration is refusing
at this point to negotiate on any of
these bills except the Foreign Oper-
ations bill. I am chairman of the State,
Commerce, Justice bill that the Presi-
dent vetoed. The bill would be law if he
had signed it. We did our part, sent it
down there and the President vetoed
the bill and now refuses to negotiate on
any of these bills except foreign aid.
All they want apparently is to give
money to foreign countries, do not
worry about the FBI or law enforce-
ment or the drug war or the courts.
‘‘Let them fend for what they may, all
we want,’’ apparently the White House
is saying, ‘‘is foreign aid.’’ Give it
away.

I say if you are really serious on that
side about getting out of here, getting
our business done, cooperate, have
your White House cooperate, let them
come up here and talk with us and let
us work out the details. We are ready.
We could have my bill finished in 4 or
5 hours maximum. We have offered and
pled even with the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget in the White House,
‘‘Let’s talk.’’ They say, ‘‘Not until we
get our foreign aid.’’

So, Mr. Speaker, there is the crux.
The White House only wants at this
point in time to give the taxpayers’
money of this country away to foreign
countries and be damned to what hap-
pens here at home.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I am amused. We were
just urged by the gentleman from Flor-
ida to avoid inflammatory remarks and
then we hear the kind of ridiculous
statement that was just made, sug-
gesting that the President lusts after
only one thing, and that is to send
money abroad. The last time I looked,
the President had a long list of re-
quests of this Congress. He is asking us
to provide 100,000 new teachers which
the majority party has refused to do.
He is asking us to provide 50,000 new
policemen which the majority party
has refused doing. He is asking that we
actually make available to the Na-
tional Institutes of Health for medical
research all of the money that we pre-
tend we are making available rather
than delaying virtually all new grants

for an entire year, putting at risk sci-
entific research teams all over the
country. The majority party has re-
fused to do that. And now we are told,
Oh, gee, we should not talk about that
because that is not the subject at
hand.’’ The subject at hand is getting
the permission of the Congress for the
government to continue for another 7
days without shutting down. That is
the subject at hand. What the gen-
tleman from California was talking
about is simply his assessment of why
we are in this fix. I think the gen-
tleman was on point.

With respect to the two myths that
were just peddled about the adminis-
tration’s refusal to negotiate, that is a
joke and everyone in this Chamber, in-
cluding the press watching, knows it is
a joke. We have seen headlines for the
past 6 months coming out of your lead-
ership’s office saying, ‘‘No, we are not
going to negotiate directly from the
President because he stole our socks in
negotiations last year.’’ ‘‘We have got
a little sisters of the poor complex.
Every time we think about negotiating
with the President, we are afraid he is
going to outnegotiate us.’’ And so the
leadership has already declared pub-
licly its lack of confidence in its own
negotiating ability and they say, ‘‘No,
we’re not going to get into the box and
negotiate with the President, we’re
only going to do this at a lower level.’’

Last night a conversation took place
between the President and your leader-
ship, and, as you know, the President
offered again to send his chief of staff,
Mr. Podesta, down here to negotiate di-
rectly with your leadership. And again
he was told by your leadership, ‘‘No, we
don’t want to get in the same room
with you, so instead, why don’t you
have the appropriators meet.’’ Well,
the appropriators did meet, for a while
at least some of us, and after an hour,
there were only two Republicans left in
the room. Everybody else had gone
home. We were there, the White House
was there, and the White House made
two compromise offers in a row, both of
which were rejected by the other side.

So it is silly to suggest that the
White House has not been offering to
negotiate. They have been in the room
every time there has been a meeting. I
just suggest, I think we should stop the
hyperbole and I think we ought to get
on with the business of government,
but I think it is fair to observe that the
President has a reason for wanting to
see this bill negotiated along with the
others, because the majority party has
a long record of dragging its feet in
meeting its international responsibil-
ities. For a year and a half, in the mid-
dle of the Asian debt crisis which
threatened to swamp our own economy
and swamp our own currency, the ma-
jority party refused to provide the IMF
funding that was necessary. It has
dragged its feet on paying our dues at
the United Nations for 2 years and, as
I said, on the domestic side, the major-
ity party has steadfastly refused to
agree to the President’s request for
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100,000 new teachers or for 50,000 new
cops on the beat, among other things.

Mr. Speaker, I regret that we have
gotten into this kind of a tit-for-tat ar-
gument, but I guess it is inevitable
given the fact that this Congress is un-
able to do anything but. I hope things
change. I think the best way to change
is to get off the floor and get back into
the negotiating room on the foreign op-
erations bill that I thought was so
close to an agreement last night. Ev-
eryone understands that that is the
logjam which is holding this place up.

And so if you want to go home, I
would suggest you act like it and get
down to doing some serious negoti-
ating.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I
have great respect for our ranking
member the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY). I think he is a great leader
and a great Congressman. And, too, I
have great respect for our new chair-
man. But I think it is time for some
perspective here and it is time to put
the politics aside, folks. There is too
many politics being played now with
the budget of the American people. I
can remember one year as a Democrat
in a Democrat majority being here
until December 23 with continuing res-
olution after continuing resolution
after continuing resolution. This is not
unusual. In fact, there have been great
strides. Every appropriation bill has
been passed. Now, maybe we do not
agree with all of them, but it is time to
say something that has to be said:
These bills have been subject to too
much political chicanery. Even the fine
Defense appropriation bill was almost
held hostage with a veto threat for
more foreign aid. As a Democrat, I sup-
port the stance that this majority
party has taken on spending overseas
and looking at the domestic side.

Now, I think we are very close and I
think it is time for the leaders that we
have, more than competent, to sit
down, close the doors, turn up the heat,
have some chili and some baked beans
and not leave until you get it done. I
know they can do it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, after
that speech by our colleague from
Ohio, I am somewhat hesitant to talk
politically. But I do want to mention
and remind people of what happened
last week when we had the Labor-HHS
bill.

All of these arguments about who is
taking money from Social Security, we
have a letter from the Congressional
Budget Office, they have letters, it is
all based on what assumptions you give
the Congressional Budget Office, you
get different answers. Most people,
their eyes start to glaze over because it

is so arcane. The other issue that
sometimes people do not understand
when we talk about it back home is a
motion to recommit, because that is
kind of arcane, too. But it really is de-
signed to protect our democratic exper-
iment here. We have our plan, the ma-
jority offers its plan, and then the mi-
nority’s rights are protected because
they always have a right to recommit,
to make a motion to recommit with in-
structions.

Last week on the Labor-HHS bill
when they had their chance to put
their plan on the table, they could have
said, ‘‘We like your plan but we want
to put more money into education.’’
They did not do that. When they had
their chance to say, ‘‘We like your plan
but we would have rearranged the pri-
orities and we would have put more
money into veterans benefits,’’ they
did not do that, either.

Looking at the record, and it is a
matter of public record, when they had
their chance to reflect what their pri-
orities were on the Labor-HHS bill,
their motion to recommit with instruc-
tions included basically our bill except
they included the full congressional
pay raise.

That is how political this business
has become. I think my colleague from
Ohio is exactly right. We are only a few
billion dollars apart with the White
House. Despite all of the political pos-
turing that is going on right now, we
have all agreed on some simple, basic
facts. We are not going to close down
the government, we are not going to
raid Social Security, we are not going
to raise taxes, everything else is nego-
tiable. I think with a few hours’ of
good faith bargaining on the part of
the White House and congressional
leaders, we could have a bargain, we
could have a deal, we could put this
budget together for the good of the
American people, for the good of every-
body here, we could all be done by next
Monday at probably midnight. I hope
we can all get together and get that
done.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, after this continuing
resolution is passed and sent to the
Senate, we will have two choices: We
can continue this once-a-week rewind
operation, or we can decide this after-
noon that we are going to sit down and
come to closure on the agreement that
I thought we were within an hour of
achieving last night on the Foreign Op-
erations bill. If that can be achieved,
then we can move to try to deal with
the issues that still divide us on the
issue of education, on the issue of
crime, and on the issue of paying our
U.N. dues.

b 1300

I would like to think we could con-
clude that in a reasonable time and get
out of here. I do not think, frankly,
that either party is scoring any points
on these issues. I have said many times
that the worst thing that can happen

to people in this town is when you
come to believe your own baloney, and
the fact is that I think we have a lot of
that going on. And I do not think,
frankly, that the country is paying
much attention to what we say. They
are more interested in what we do, and
what they see so far is that we have
been doing nothing.

So I would suggest we stop doing
nothing, come to an agreement on
these four remaining bills and get out
of town. But it is going to take a deter-
mination on the part of the majority
party to negotiate with the President,
rather than laying down ultimatums
about what is on or off the table. This
happened last night. When that
mindset changes, we may begin to see
some progress around here.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, this has been somewhat
of a spirited conversation over a meas-
ure that we thought was going to move
fairly quickly. I would join the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) in
wishing we had completed this business
20 minutes ago, because it is important
that we get this measure passed
through the House.

But it is difficult to sit here and lis-
ten to some of the political accusations
that we have heard on almost every ap-
propriations bill that has come before
the House this year. It is difficult to sit
here and listen to that and not feel in-
clined to respond. But I am not going
to yield to that temptation. I am not
going to respond to all of the political
attacks that were made here.

But I do want to say that the attacks
that some Members of the other side
like to make at our majority leader-
ship, the Speaker of the House, the ma-
jority leader, the majority whip, are
unfounded. They are unfair, because
these gentlemen have worked hard to
try to accomplish the work of this
House.

We have passed every appropriations
bill in the House and in the Senate, we
have passed every conference report in
the House and in the Senate, and we
are now dealing in that final phase
where the President of the United
States has decided to veto certain bills.
So we are at a point where we are nego-
tiating with the President to try to re-
solve our differences so that we can get
new bills to him in a form that he will
sign, because unless he signs them or
unless we have the votes to override
his vetoes, we have to reach an agree-
ment and accommodation. That means
both sides have to give a little.

Our leadership met with the Presi-
dent just a few days ago, and they
talked with him on the phone even
more recently, and he agreed to this:
That we would negotiate; that any ad-
ditional funding that he requested that
we would agree to that he would offer
offsets to pay for it.

Now, the negotiations began, and
they began in earnest, and I would
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compliment Jack Lew, the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget.
He is a tough negotiator. When he tells
you something, that is the way it is.
Unfortunately, some of the things he
told us we did not like because they
were different than what the President
told us.

The President told us as we went
along with spending or agreeing to
spending the money that he requested
that he would then offer offsets. Last
night, several times at one of our
lengthy meetings, I asked Mr. Lew
what are the offsets? Mr. Lew refused
to talk about the offsets, and to this
minute in my presence has refused to
talk about offsets; in other words, how
do we pay for this additional spending
in foreign aid.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to point out that the gentleman left
the room for over an hour, and while
the gentleman was out of the room,
Mr. Lew did specifically refer to three
different ways that offsets could be
handled.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman for reminding me that it was
important to have an additional meet-
ing with representatives from the Sen-
ate and from the House in order to try
to finalize or come to agreement on
what we were trying to do, and, despite
the gentleman’s insinuation, it is very
difficult to be in two places at the
same time. That is why I emphasized in
my presence Mr. Lew was unwilling to
provide the offsets.

But now we are working through
that. If we can keep the atmosphere
fairly civil, I think we can do that. I
did not see a lot of stability coming
our direction from that side of the aisle
today, and I really am offended by that
lack, and I am offended by the political
speeches.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) said earlier that there are too
many speeches. He is right, especially
when they are all the same and they
say the same thing. I have memorized
the speech of my friend the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) because he
has made it every time we had an ap-
propriations bill. So I can make his
speech for him. Although I disagree
with it, I can make his speech for him.

Now, we have other things to nego-
tiate, but the President is not willing
to negotiate anything on the other re-
maining bills until we have an agree-
ment on foreign aid. In other words, his
primary interest is how much money
are we going to give him to spend
around the world.

Well, we are willing to work with
him on that. We are willing to do
things he wants to do, because we un-
derstand that he is the President, but
we have to understand that one reason
we are being delayed on the other bills
is because the administration refuses

to negotiate with this House and the
leaders of this House on anything else
until the foreign aid bill is settled and
decided.

Now, we are willing to go along with
that, and that is why we wanted to get
this measure off the floor early so we
could get back to those negotiations
and try to have that package wrapped
up by today.

Mr. Speaker, there is something else
that I would like to mention. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) said
that we start to believe our own balo-
ney. We have seen some baloney on the
floor today. Most of it I did not believe,
Mr. Speaker.

Anyway, let us pass this continuing
resolution, and let us not be offended
by the fact that it is a continuing reso-
lution, especially coming from the
Democrats who ran this House for 40
years. Let me repeat something the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
said: We repeat our speeches too often.
But in view of some of the accusations
made today, let me just go back a few
years.

In fiscal year 1990 the Democrats con-
trolled this House and they had a con-
tinuing resolution for 51 days. Fiscal
year 1991, they had a CR for 36 days.
Fiscal year 1992, they had a CR for 57
days. They did better in 1993, they only
had 5 days. But in fiscal year 1994 they
had 41 days. So for the Democrats to
come on the floor now and accuse the
Republicans of using CRs to finish the
business is a little hollow.

Now, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) would like me to say the
year he was chairman, for fiscal year
1995, we did not have any CRs, and he
is right, and I applaud him for that.
Let me tell you what else he had: He
had 81 more Democrats than there were
Republicans in the House. He could do
most anything he wanted.

We have a small majority. We only
have 10 more Republicans this year
than the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) had. He had 81. But in that
year that the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) had 81 more Demo-
crats than Republicans, he spent $60
billion out of the Social Security trust
fund. We are not doing that. We are
balancing the budget. We are not rais-
ing taxes. We are not taking any
money out of the Social Security trust
fund. There is a big difference. We have
accomplished some things that people
did not believe could be accomplished,
and we have done it with a very, very
small majority and a Democrat in the
White House.

Mr. Speaker, let us pass this con-
tinuing resolution and get down to the
real business of finishing the negotia-
tions on the remaining bills.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

The joint resolution is considered
read for amendment.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
today, the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the joint
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 417, nays 6,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 565]

YEAS—417

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton

Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson

Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
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Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano

Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows

Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—6

DeFazio
Dickey

Forbes
Hastings (FL)

Miller, George
Paul

NOT VOTING—10

Bentsen
Bereuter
Ehlers
Kanjorski

Larson
Norwood
Oberstar
Payne

Scarborough
Tauzin

b 1329

Mr. DICKEY changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. VISCLOSKY changed his vote
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the joint resolution was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated for:

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, on roll-
call No. 565, I was unavoidably de-
tained.

Had I been present, I would have
noted ‘‘yea.’’

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall Nos.
564 and 565, I missed the votes due to my
participation in an important meeting and in
the Marine Corps ceremony. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on both.

f

b 1330

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 3194, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to the previous order of the
House, I move to take from the Speak-
er’s table the bill (H.R. 3194) making
appropriations for the government of
the District of Columbia and other ac-
tivities chargeable in whole or in part
against revenues of said District for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2000, and for other purposes, with a
Senate amendment thereto, disagree to
the amendment of the Senate, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HANSEN). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 30 minutes of that hour to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY),
my distinguished friend and colleague,
for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the issue before us
today is the Senate amendment to the
District of Columbia appropriations
bill. It struck language that the House
had included relative to the issuance of
needles in the needle exchange pro-
gram.

Personally, I object to the Senate
amendment. However, in order to move
this bill and get it to conference, I do
move to take the bill from the table,
disagree to the amendment and agree
to the conference.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, I was trying to decide
whether I should yield 30 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), or wheth-
er I should yield back the balance of
my time. I suspected the majority
would prefer that I yield back the bal-
ance of my time so in the interest of
comity, that is exactly what I will do.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG).

The motion was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. YOUNG of
Florida, LEWIS of California, and OBEY.

There was no objection.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.

Speaker, on November 1, 1999, this body
held three rollcall votes on bills con-
sidered under suspension on the floor of
the House. Because of a family medical
matter, I missed the following votes,
Mr. Speaker:

On rollcall No. 550, H.R. 348, I would
have voted ‘‘aye’’; rollcall No. 551, H.R.
2337, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’; rollcall
No. 552, H.R. 1714, I would have voted
‘‘no.’’

On November 3, Mr. Speaker, due to
a family medical matter, I was unable
to participate on two votes. Had I been
in attendance on rollcall No. 557, on
agreeing to the Journal, I would have
voted ‘‘aye’’; and on rollcall No. 558,
H.R. 2290, the Quality Care for the Un-
insured Act, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

f

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE—
CALLING ON PRESIDENT TO AB-
STAIN FROM RENEGOTIATING
INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS
GOVERNING ANTIDUMPING LAWS
AND COUNTERVAILING MEAS-
URES
Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, pur-

suant to rule IX, I rise to a question of
the privileges of the House, and offer a
privileged resolution that I noticed to
the House on Tuesday, November 2, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:
RESOLUTION CALLING ON THE PRESIDENT TO

ABSTAIN FROM RENEGOTIATING INTER-
NATIONAL AGREEMENTS GOVERNING ANTI-
DUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING MEASURES

Whereas under Art. I, Section 8 of the Con-
stitution, the Congress has power and re-
sponsibility with regard to foreign commerce
and the conduct of international trade nego-
tiations;

Whereas the House of Representatives is
deeply concerned that, in connection with
the World Trade Organization (‘‘WTO’’) Min-
isterial meeting to be held in Seattle, Wash-
ington, and the multilateral trade negotia-
tions expected to follow, a few countries are
seeking to circumvent the agreed list of ne-
gotiation topics and reopen debate over the
WTO’s antidumping and antisubsidy rules;

Whereas strong antidumping and
antisubsidy rules are a cornerstone of the
liberal trade policy of the United States and
are essential to the health of the manufac-
turing and farm sectors in the United States;

Whereas it has long been and remains the
policy of the United States to support its
antidumping and antisubsidy laws and to de-
fend those laws in international negotia-
tions;

VerDate 29-OCT-99 02:43 Nov 05, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A04NO7.020 pfrm02 PsN: H04PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH11508 November 4, 1999
Whereas the current absence of official ne-

gotiating objectives on the statute books
must not be allowed to undermine the Con-
gress’ constitutional role in charting the di-
rection of United States trade policy;

Whereas, under present circumstances,
launching a negotiation that includes anti-
dumping and antisubsidy issues would affect
the rights of the House and the integrity of
its proceedings;

Whereas opening these rules to renegoti-
ation could only lead to weakening them,
which would in turn lead to even greater
abuse of the world’s open markets, particu-
larly that of the United States;

Whereas, conversely, avoiding another di-
visive fight over these rules is the best way
to promote progress on the other, far more
important, issues facing WTO members; and

Whereas it is therefore essential that nego-
tiations on these antidumping and
antisubsidy matters not be reopened under
the auspices of the WTO or otherwise: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives calls upon the President—

(1) not to participate in any international
negotiation in which antidumping or
antisubsidy rules are part of the negotiating
agenda;

(2) to refrain from submitting for congres-
sional approval agreements that require
changes to the current antidumping and
countervailing duty laws and enforcement
policies of the United States; and

(3) to enforce the antidumping and coun-
tervailing duty laws vigorously in all pend-
ing and future cases.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain argument as to
whether the resolution constitutes a
question of privilege.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY).

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity and would
point out, as was stated in the resolu-
tion, we have a responsibility under
Article I, Section 8, as far as the con-
duct of trade policy. In the 103rd Con-
gress, the United States Congress did
act and the President signed into law
what the agenda of the WTO Seattle
round of negotiations should be.

It is clear that our trading partners
now want to usurp the position we have
taken in statutory language in the
United States of America by debating
whether or not we are to eliminate or
weaken our anti-dumping and anti-sub-
sidy duties. That is contrary to the an-
nounced policy and statutory policy of
the United States of America.

This is not a trivial matter. In 1947,
under the Bretton Woods negotiations,
the GATT condemned anti-dumping
and anti-subsidy activities.

I am very concerned that if a resolu-
tion is not brought forth to a vote on
this floor, our constitutional preroga-
tives will be usurped, and I would ask
that the Chair rule in my favor.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Are
there other Members that wish to be
heard?

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule
on whether the resolution offered by
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY) presents a question of the
privileges of the House under rule IX.

The resolution offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY)

calls upon the President to address a
trade imbalance in the area of steel im-
ports. Specifically, the resolution calls
upon the President to refrain from par-
ticipation in certain international ne-
gotiations, to refrain from submitting
certain agreements to the Congress and
to vigorously enforce the trade laws.

As the Chair ruled on October 10,
1998, a similar resolution expressing
the legislative sentiment that the
President should take specified action
to achieve a desired public policy on
trade does not present a question af-
fecting the rights of the House, collec-
tively, its safety, dignity or the integ-
rity of its proceedings within the
meaning of rule IX. In the opinion of
the Chair, the resolution offered by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY) is purely a legislative propo-
sition properly initiated by introduc-
tion through the hopper under clause 7
of rule XII.

Accordingly, the resolution offered
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
VISCLOSKY) does not constitute a ques-
tion of the privileges of the House
under rule IX and may not be consid-
ered at this time.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, could
I be heard to remark on one comment
that the Chair raised in its ruling?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has rendered the decision to the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY).

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
would appeal the ruling of the Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is: Shall the decision of the
Chair stand as the judgment of the
House?

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. LA HOOD

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move to
lay the appeal on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
LAHOOD) to lay on the table the appeal
of the ruling of the Chair.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently, a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 218, nays
204, not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 566]

YEAS—218

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman

Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Bryant
Burr

Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss

Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton

Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich

Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—204

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello

Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon

Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
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Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar

Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton

Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—11

Barton
Bereuter
Bonior
Brady (TX)

Kanjorski
Kilpatrick
Larson
Norwood

Payne
Scarborough
Stark

b 1403

Messrs. SAXTON, HEFLEY, SMITH
of Texas, and SOUDER changed their
vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the motion to table was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE—
CALLING ON PRESIDENT TO AB-
STAIN FROM RENEGOTIATING
INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS
GOVERNING ANTIDUMPING AND
COUNTERVAILING MEASURES

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a
question of the privileges of the House,
and I offer a privileged resolution, that
I noticed pursuant to rule IX, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:
RESOLUTION CALLING ON THE PRESIDENT TO

ABSTAIN FROM RENEGOTIATING INTER-
NATIONAL AGREEMENTS GOVERNING ANTI-
DUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING MEASURES

Whereas under Art. I, Section 8 of the Con-
stitution, the Congress has power and re-
sponsibility with regard to foreign commerce
and the conduct of international trade nego-
tiations;

Whereas the House of Representatives is
deeply concerned that, in connection with
the World Trade Organization (‘‘WTO’’) Min-
isterial meeting to be held in Seattle, Wash-
ington, and the multilateral trade negotia-
tions expected to follow, a few countries are
seeking to circumvent the agreed list of ne-
gotiation topics and reopen debate over the
WTO’s antidumping and antisubsidy rules;

Whereas the Congress has not approved
new negotiations on antidumping or
antisubsidy rules and has clearly, but so far
informally, signaled its opposition to such
negotiations;

Whereas strong antidumping and
antisubsidy rules are a cornerstone of the
liberal trade policy of the United States and
are essential to the health of the manufac-
turing and farm sectors in the United States;

Whereas it has long been and remains the
policy of the United States to support its
antidumping and antisubsidy laws and to de-
fend those laws in international negotia-
tions;

Whereas, under present circumstances,
launching a negotiation that includes anti-
dumping and antisubsidy issues would affect
the rights of the House and the integrity of
its proceedings;

Wheereas the WTO antidumping and
antisubsidy rules concluded in the Uruguay
Round have scarcely been tested since they
entered into effect and certainly have not
proved defective;

Whereas opening these rules to renegoti-
ation could only lead to weakening them,
which would in turn lead to even greater
abuse of the world’s open markets, particu-
larly that of the United States;

Whereas conversely, avoiding another divi-
sive fight over these rules is the best way to
promote progress on the other, far more im-
portant, issues facing WTO members; and

Whereas it is therefore essential that nego-
tiations on these antidumping and
antisubsidy matters not be reopened under
the auspices of the WTO or otherwise: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives calls upon the President—

(1) not to participate in any international
negotiation in which antidumping or
antisubsidy rules are part of the negotiating
agenda;

(2) to refrain from submitting for congres-
sional approval agreements that require
changes to the current antidumping and
countervailing duty laws and enforcement
policies of the United States; and

(3) to enforce the antidumping and coun-
tervailing duty laws vigorously in all pend-
ing and future cases.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The Chair will entertain brief
argument as to whether the resolution
constitutes a question of privilege.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. WISE).

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, this resolu-
tion I attempt to bring up calls on the
President to abstain from renegoti-
ating international agreements gov-
erning antidumping and countervailing
measures.

The arguments I make are very sim-
ple. According to article I, section 8 of
the Constitution, the Congress has the
power and the responsibility relating
to foreign commerce and the conduct
of international trade negotiations. An
important part of Congress’ participa-
tion in the formulation of trade policy
is the enactment of official negotiating
objectives against which completed
agreements can be measured when pre-
sented for ratification.

This Congress, in 1994, ratified an
agenda for the Seattle World Trade Or-
ganization Ministerial Conference that
is about to take place, and that agenda
included only agricultural trade serv-
ices, trade, and intellectual property
protection. The agenda, specifically en-
acted into Federal law as Public Law
103–465, did not include antidumping or
antisubsidy rules.

What Congress is concerned about
here is that a few countries are seeking

to circumvent the agreed list of negoti-
ating topics and open debate over the
WTO’s antidumping and antisubsidy
rules, most notably applied to steel in
the past few months. The Congress has
not approved new negotiations on
these——

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. KOLBE. Parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. Speaker. Is it in order for the gen-
tleman to speak beyond the matter of
whether or not this is a matter of per-
sonal privilege?

Mr. WISE. The Chair asked for argu-
ments, and I am responding to the
Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The de-
bate should be confined to whether or
not this constitutes a question of privi-
lege under rule IX.

Mr. WISE. Then I will happily deal
directly with the gentleman’s response.
Incidentally, the 10,000 steelworkers
who have been laid off in this country
would like to have this matter brought
up, but I will deal with the narrow ap-
proach that the gentleman requests.

Section 702 of House rule IX, entitled
‘‘General Principles,’’ concludes that
certain matters of business arising
under the Constitution, mandatory in
nature, have been held to have a privi-
lege which supersedes the rules estab-
lishing the order of business. And, Mr.
Speaker, before I was interrupted, I
was making those points about those
rules which cannot be superseded.

This is a question of the House’s con-
stitutional authority and is, therefore,
privileged in nature. The WTO anti-
dumping and antisubsidy rules con-
cluded in the Uruguay Round have
scarcely been tested since they have
been entered into effect and have cer-
tainly not been proven effective. Open-
ing these rules to negotiation only
leads to weakening them, which in
turn leads to even greater abuse of the
world’s markets.

There is precedent for bringing H.
Res. 298 out of committee and to the
House floor immediately. For instance,
H. Con. Res. 190 was brought to the
floor on October 26 under suspension of
the rules because it concerned the up-
coming Seattle Round, and this meas-
ure only had 13 cosponsors, while our
comeasure has 228 cosponsors. The ma-
jority of this House should be heard.

And, as I point out, thousands of
steelworkers from Weirton to Wheeling
to Follensbee, who have been laid off
during the course of these antidumping
and antisubsidy rules not being effec-
tively applied, are saying now to the
President, please do not step back and
please do not weaken them any fur-
ther. Stand up for workers in this
country. That is the grounds upon
which I assert the privilege.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Are
there any other Members that want to
be heard on this point?

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule
on whether the resolution offered by
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
WISE) is a question of the privileges of
the House under rule IX.
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The resolution offered by the gen-

tleman from West Virginia calls upon
the President to address a trade imbal-
ance in the area of imports. Specifi-
cally, the resolution calls upon the
President to refrain from participation
in certain international negotiations,
to refrain from submitting certain
agreements to the Congress, and to vig-
orously enforce the trade laws.

As the Chair stated on October 10,
1998, and earlier today, a resolution ex-
pressing the legislative sentiment that
the President should take specific ac-
tion to achieve a desired public policy
end does not present a question affect-
ing the rights of the House, collec-
tively, its safety, dignity, or the integ-
rity of its proceeding within the mean-
ings of rule IX. In the opinion of the
Chair, the resolution offered by the
gentleman from West Virginia is pure-
ly a legislative proposition properly
initiated by introduction through the
hopper under clause 7, rule XII, to be
subsequently considered under the nor-
mal rules of the House.

Accordingly, the resolution offered
by the gentleman from West Virginia
does not constitute a question of the
privileges of the House under rule IX,
and may not be considered at this
time.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I appeal the
ruling of the Chair, and ask to be heard
on the ruling.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Shall the decision of the
Chair stand as the judgment of the
House?

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. KOLBE

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
lay the appeal on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
KOLBE) to lay on the table the appeal
of the ruling of the Chair.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 216, noes 201,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 567]

AYES—216

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono

Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox

Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley

Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham

LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema

Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—201

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro

Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kaptur

Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo

Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stenholm
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—16

Bereuter
Chenoweth-Hage
Conyers
Istook
Kanjorski
Kasich

Larson
Maloney (CT)
Meek (FL)
Norwood
Payne
Porter

Scarborough
Shays
Stark
Stupak

b 1432
So the motion to table was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE—
CALLING ON PRESIDENT TO AB-
STAIN FROM RENEGOTIATING
INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS
GOVERNING ANTIDUMPING LAWS
AND COUNTERVAILING MEAS-
URES
Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to

a question of the privileges of the
House and offer a privileged resolution
that I noticed pursuant to rule IX and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:
RESOLUTION CALLING ON THE PRESIDENT TO

ABSTAIN FROM RENEGOTIATING INTER-
NATIONAL AGREEMENTS GOVERNING ANTI-
DUMPING AND COUNTERVAILING MEASURES

Whereas under Art. I, Section 8 of the Con-
stitution, the Congress has power and re-
sponsibility with regard to foreign commerce
and the conduct of international trade nego-
tiations;

Whereas the House of Representatives is
deeply concerned that, in connection with
the World Trade Organization, (‘‘WTO’’) Min-
isterial meeting to be held in Seattle, Wash-
ington, and the multilateral trade negotia-
tions expected to follow, a few countries are
seeking to circumvent the agreed list of ne-
gotiation topics and reopen debate over the
WTO’s antidumping and antisubsidy rules;

Whereas the built-in agenda for future
WTO negotiations, which was set out in the
Uruguay Round package ratified by Congress
in 1994, includes agriculture trade, services
trade, and intellectual property protection
but does not include antidumping or
antisubsidy rules;

Whereas the Congress has not approved
new negotiations or antidumping or
antisubsidy rules and has clearly, but so far
informally, signaled its opposition to such
negotiations;

Whereas strong antidumping and
antisubsidy rules are a cornerstone of the
liberal trade policy of the United States and
are essential to the health of the manufac-
turing and farm sectors in the United States;
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Whereas it has long been and remains the

policy of the United States to support its
antidumping and antisubsidy laws and to de-
fend those laws in international negotia-
tions;

Whereas an important part of Congress’
participation in the formulation of trade pol-
icy is the enactment of official negotiating
objectives against which completed agree-
ments can be measured when presented for
ratification;

Whereas the current absence of official ne-
gotiating objectives on the statute books
must not be allowed to undermine the Con-
gress’ constitutional role in charting the di-
rection of United States trade policy.

Whereas the WTO antidumping and
antisubsidy rules concluded in the Uruguay
Round have scarcely been tested since they
entered into effect and certainly have not
proved defective;

Whereas opening these rules to renegoti-
ation could only lead to weakening them,
which would in turn lead to even greater
abuse of the world’s open markets, particu-
larly that of the United States;

Whereas conversely, avoiding another divi-
sive fight over these rules is the best way to
promote progress on the other, far more im-
portant, issues facing WTO members; and

Whereas it is therefore essential that re-
negotiations on these antidumping and
antisubsidy matters not be reopened under
the auspicies of the WTO or otherwise: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives calls upon the President—

(1) not to participate in any international
negotiation in which antidumping or
antisubsidy rules are part of the negotiating
agenda;

(2) to refrain from submitting for congres-
sional approval agreements that require
changes to the current antidumping and
countervailing duty laws and enforcement
policies of the United States; and

(3) to enforce the antidumping and coun-
tervailing duty laws vigorously in all pend-
ing and future cases.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The Chair will entertain a
brief argument as to whether the reso-
lution constitutes a question of privi-
lege. Let me caution the Members, de-
bate should be limited to the question
of order, and may not go to the merits
of the proposition being considered.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, this
resolution has privilege because only
the House has the authority to alter
existing revenue provisions. Allowing
the administration to negotiate anti-
dumping and countervailing duty laws
would further diminish the loss of the
constitutional power the House has
suffered over time. Under article 1, sec-
tion 7 of the Constitution, the House of
Representatives has the authority to
originate revenue provisions, not the
Senate, the administration or the U.S.
trade representative. By not giving the
administration the clear message that
Congress has antidumping and counter-
vailing duty laws, that those laws are
not to be placed on the table for nego-
tiations, we are essentially allowing
the administration to act on authority
it does not have.

Furthermore, section 702 of House
rule IX entitled General Principles
concludes that certain matters of busi-

ness arising under the Constitution,
mandatory in nature, have been held to
have a privilege which superseded the
rules establishing the order of business.
This is a question of the House’s con-
stitutional authority and is therefore
privileged in nature. The WTO anti-
dumping and antisubsidy rules con-
cluded in the Uruguay Round have
scarcely been tested since they entered
into effect and certainly have not
proved effective. Opening these rules to
renegotiation could only lead to weak-
ening them which in turn leads to even
greater abuse of the world’s open mar-
kets, particularly that of the United
States.

There is a precedent, Mr. Speaker,
for bringing H. Res. 298 out of com-
mittee and onto the House floor imme-
diately. For instance, H .Con. Res. 190
was brought to the floor on October 26
under suspension of the rules because
it concerned the upcoming Seattle
Round. This measure had only 13 co-
sponsors, while H. Res. 298 has 228 co-
sponsors. The majority of the House
should be heard.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I,
too, have a privileged motion. I will
not be offering mine nor asking for a
vote. But I want to take 30 seconds
with the Congress. The Congress is al-
lowing trade practices to endanger
America. Illegal trade cannot be toler-
ated, and the purpose of these exercises
is to make sure the administration and
Congress looks at those.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to rise in support of the resolution
and to say that I would merely beg the
leadership to allow this vote to occur,
because over 228 of our Members have
asked for it. I think to bottle this up
and not allow a vote is truly not in the
best spirit of this House when in fact
the Constitution provides that trade-
making authority rests in the House,
in the Congress, and all revenue meas-
ures begin here in the House. With
what is going to happen at the end of
the month in Seattle and the beginning
of December, we want to send a strong
message to our trade negotiators, we
do not want them opening up the anti-
dumping and countervailing duty pro-
visions of our trade laws.

No industry in this country has suf-
fered more than the steel industry and
been forced to restructure. It has the
most modern production in the world.
Yet we continue to lose thousands and
thousands of jobs, even over this last
year. It is absolutely essential that our
negotiators hear this, and it is not the
executive branch’s responsibility, it is
our responsibility to enforce the laws
that we pass. And so we ask and beg of
the leadership of this institution,
please allow us to bring up this resolu-
tion which allows us to instruct our ne-
gotiators as the Constitution intended.

There are 228 Members of this institu-
tion that want to be allowed to be
given voice and this resolution brought
to the floor. I rise in strong support of
the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. DOYLE).

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I also have
a privileged resolution which I will not
offer and will not ask for a vote on, but
I do want to speak in support of the
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, denying a vote on this
resolution denies the will of the major-
ity of this House. A majority of Mem-
bers on both side of the aisle, 228, are
cosponsors of this legislation. This res-
olution is intended to respond to a ne-
gotiating ploy by Japan and a few
other countries. These countries are
trying to jump-start negotiations on
the antidumping and countervailing
duty laws mostly as a negotiating tac-
tic.

b 1445
Japan would like the world to forget

about their closed telecommuni-
cations, financial services and agricul-
tural markets by raising false issues
about unfair trade remedies. Failing to
pass this resolution supports the trade
objectives of Japan and not the trade
objectives of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I am in strong support
of this privileged resolution, and ask
that we be allowed to have a vote on it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). Does the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. KLINK) wish to be
heard on this issue?

Mr. KLINK. Yes, Mr. Speaker, I do.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman is recognized.
Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I also have

a privileged resolution, which I will not
insist on calling up, instead speaking
on behalf of this resolution instead.

Mr. Speaker, I would recommend to
the Members the rules of the House of
Representatives, which says the privi-
leges of the House as distinguished
from that of the individual Member in-
clude questions relating to its con-
stitutional prerogatives in respect to
revenue legislation and appropriations,
and it goes on to other sorts of things.

Furthermore, in Section 664 of rule
IX, entitled ‘‘General Principles,’’ as to
the precedent of question of privilege,
it states ‘‘as the business of the House
began to increase, it was found nec-
essary to give certain important mat-
ters a precedent by rule. Such matters
were called privileged questions.’’

Section 664 goes on saying, ‘‘certain
matters of business arising under the
constitutional mandatory in nature
have been held to have privilege, which
has superseded the rules established in
the regular order of business.’’

I would say, Mr. Speaker, if you read
the Constitution, under article I, sec-
tion 7, all bills for raising revenues
shall originate in the House of Rep-
resentatives, but the Senate may pro-
pose or concur with amendments as on
other bills.
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Clearly what we are talking about

with this trade and the countervailing
duties and the antidumping is that
there are tariffs that are levied. That is
the raising of revenue. That is the
privilege of the House of Representa-
tives, not of the Senate, not of the ad-
ministration, not of the trade ambas-
sador; but it is the privilege of this
House of Representatives.

When these dump products are levied,
a tariff is put on them, those tariffs are
revenue raisers, they are paid directly
to the U.S. Treasury; and by us allow-
ing negotiations to be weakened and
our trade laws weakened to let in more
dump product, the House would be
turning over the power to the execu-
tive branch given exclusively to us
under the Constitution.

Now, this resolution has privilege be-
cause only the House has the authority
to alter existing revenue provisions.
Allowing the administration to nego-
tiate these issues is the House giving
that constitutional duty up.

In addition, I would recommend as
great reading to the Members article I,
section 8 of the Constitution. ‘‘The
Congress shall have power to lay and
collect taxes, duties, imposts and ex-
cises to pay the debts and provide for
the common defense and general wel-
fare of the United States; but all du-
ties, imposes and excises shall be uni-
form throughout the Nation. The Con-
gress also shall regulate commerce
with foreign nations and among the
several states and with the Indian
tribes.’’

What we are talking about here is
not only the revenue that is taken, but
it is trade policy. An important part of
Congress’ participation in the formula-
tion of trade policy is the enactment of
official negotiating objectives against
which completed agreements can then
be measured for their ratification.

Congress exercised that power back
in 1994 when we ratified the agenda for
the Seattle WTO Ministerial, which in-
cluded agricultural trade; it included
services trade and intellectual prop-
erty protection. The agenda, specifi-
cally enacted into Federal law as Pub-
lic Law 103–465, did not include anti-
dumping or antisubsidy rules.

Congress is concerned that a few
countries are seeking to circumvent
the agreed list of negotiated topics and
reopen debate over the WTO’s anti-
dumping and antisubsidy rules. The
current absence of official negotiating
objectives on the statute books must
not be allowed to undermine what is
the House of Representatives’ constitu-
tional district. We have a constitu-
tional role, and it is, under the rules of
this House, our extraordinary power to
step in and make sure that is not taken
away from us by the administration,
by the trade representatives, or by
anyone else.

Mr. Speaker, if that is not a point of
privilege of this House, then none ex-
ists.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does
anyone else wish to be heard on this
issue?

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule.
Because the arguments raised here

were addressed in the Chair’s ruling of
October 10, 1998, for the reasons stated
in the Chair’s previous rulings, the res-
olution offered by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) does not constitute
a question of the privileges of the
House under rule IX and may not be
considered at this time.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I appeal
the ruling of the Chair, and ask to be
heard on the appeal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Shall the decision of the
Chair stand as the judgment of the
House?

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. KOLBE

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
lay the appeal on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion of the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE) to
lay on the table the appeal of the rul-
ing of the Chair.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 214, noes 204,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 568]

AYES—214

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart

Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook

Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter

Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg

Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas

Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—204

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Goode
Gordon

Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano

Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—15

Barrett (NE)
Bereuter
Boucher

Dixon
Goss
Hunter

Kanjorski
Larson
Metcalf
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Norwood
Payne

Radanovich
Sabo

Scarborough
Udall (CO)

b 1510

So the motion to table was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, due
to official business in my district yes-
terday, I missed four votes.

Had I been available and here yester-
day, I would have voted aye on roll call
559, no on roll call 560, no on roll call
561, and no on roll call 562.

f

LAYING ON TABLE HOUSE RESO-
LUTION 358 AND HOUSE RESOLU-
TION 360

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). Without objection, House
Resolutions 358 and 360 are laid upon
the table.

There was no objection.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 11 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

f

b 1940

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mrs. EMERSON) at 7 o’clock
and 40 minutes p.m.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the
House to the bill (S. 900) ‘‘An Act to en-
hance competition in the financial
services industry by providing a pru-
dential framework for the affiliation of
banks, securities firms, insurance com-
panies, and other financial service pro-
viders, and for other purposes.’’.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title in which concurrence of
the House is requested:

S. 976. An act to amend title V of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to focus the authority
of the Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration on community-
based services for children and adolescents,
to enhance flexibility and accountability, to
establish programs for youth treatment, and
to respond to crises, especially those related
to children and violence.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, November 4, 1999.

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted to Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on No-
vember 4, 1999 at 5:50 p.m.

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.J. Res. 75.

With best wishes, I am
Sincerely,

JEFF TRANDAHL,
Clerk of the House.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY COMMITTEE
ON RULES REGARDING AMEND-
MENT PROCESS FOR H.R. 3073,
FATHERS COUNT ACT OF 1999

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, a
dear colleague letter will be delivered
to each Member’s office today noti-
fying them of the Committee on Rules
plan to meet the week of November 8
to grant a rule which may limit the
amendment process on H.R. 3073, the
‘‘Fathers Count Act of 1999.’’

Any Member who wishes to offer an
amendment should submit 55 copies
and a brief explanation of the amend-
ment by 3 p.m., on Monday, November
8, to the Committee on Rules, in room
H–312 in the Capitol. Amendments
should be drafted to an amendment in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Mrs. JOHNSON) which will be printed in
today’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and
numbered 1. The text of the amend-
ment will also be available on the
website of the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, as well as the
website of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

This amendment in the nature of a
substitute combines the Welfare to
Work provisions reported by the Edu-
cation and Workforce Committee with
H.R. 3073. It is the intention of the
Committee on Rules to make in order
the amendment by the gentlewoman
from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHNSON) as
the base text for the purpose of further
amendment.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted
and should check with the Office of the
Parliamentarian to be certain that
their amendments comply with the
rules of the House.

f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 900,
GRAMM-LEACH-BLILEY ACT

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 355 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 355

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill (S.
900) to enhance competition in the financial
services industry by providing a prudential
framework for the affiliation of banks, secu-
rities firms, insurance companies, and other
financial service providers, and for other
purposes. All points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consideration
are waived. The conference report shall be
considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) is
recognized for 1 hour.

b 1945

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOAKLEY), the ranking member of the
Committee on Rules, pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Madam Speaker, the legislation be-
fore us is the rule providing for consid-
eration of the conference report S. 900,
the Financial Services Act of 1999. S.
900 is better known to Members of the
House as H.R. 10, which was passed on
July 1 of this year by a margin of 343 to
86.

Should the House pass this rule, it
would hold its place in history as being
one of the final steps in the long and
hard-fought effort to repeal Depression
era rules that govern our Nation’s
modern financial services industry.

The rule before us waives all points
of order against the conference report
and its consideration. The rule also
provides that the conference report
shall be considered as read.

Madam Speaker, this rule deserves
strong bipartisan support. The House
passed the underlying legislation with
broad support from both parties. The
Financial Services Act was only made
better in the conference to reconcile
differences between the Senate and the
House versions.

Madam Speaker, 65 years ago, on the
heels of the Great Depression, the
Glass-Steagall Act was passed prohib-
iting affiliation between commercial
banking, insurance and securities.
However, merely 2 years after the pas-
sage, the first attempt at repealing
Glass-Steagall was instituted by Sen-
ator Carter Glass, one of the original
sponsors of the legislation. He recog-
nized then that changes in the world
and in the marketplace called for more
effective legislation.

Two generations later the need to
modernize our financial laws is more
apparent than ever.

There is no doubt about it. Reexam-
ination of regulations in the financial
services industry in America is a com-
plicated matter. Congress recognizes
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that busy American families have lit-
tle time to consider complicated bank-
ing laws, but Congress is working to re-
peal Glass-Steagall with exactly these
hard-working Americans in mind.

This legislation is designed to give
all Americans the benefit of one-stop
shopping for all of their financial serv-
ices needs. New companies will offer a
broad array of financial services prod-
ucts under one roof, providing conven-
ience and encouraging competition.
More products will be offered to more
people at a lower price.

As a result of this legislation, Ameri-
cans will have more time to spend with
their families and more money to
spend on their children or to save safe-
ly for their future. In fact, as it was
pointed out yesterday by Treasury Sec-
retary Summers, Americans spend
more than $350 billion per year on fees
and commissions for brokerage, insur-
ance, and banking services. If increased
competition yielded savings to con-
sumers of just 5 percent, consumers
would save over $18 billion a year.

Americans deserve the most efficient
borrowing and investment choices.
Americans deserve the freedom to pur-
sue financial options without being
charged three different commissions by
three different agents.

This legislation is designed to in-
crease market forces in an already very
competitive marketplace to drive down
costs and broaden the number of poten-
tial customers for securities and other
products for savings and investment.

Madam Speaker, this legislation also
contains the strongest pro-consumer
privacy language ever considered by
the Congress. Many of my constituents
have contacted me with their concerns
regarding the dissemination of their
private financial information. I am
pleased that this legislation provides
increased privacy protections for all
Americans and imposes civil penalties
on those who would violate our finan-
cial privacy.

Madam Speaker, Congress must not
permit America’s financial services in-
dustry to enter the new millennium op-
erating under laws that were out of
date shortly after they were passed in
the 1930s. This legislation before us
represents a carefully balanced ap-
proach to reform. After years, in fact,
even decades of work, Congress has
only now successfully drafted a bill
that is supported by most of the af-
fected industries, banking, insurance
and securities, as well as a broad bipar-
tisan coalition of Members of Congress.
It was passed by the Senate just hours
ago with 90 votes.

Madam Speaker, the rule before us is
the standard rule under which con-
ference reports are considered. I urge
my colleagues to support this rule, and
thereby enable the House to take the
historic step of modernizing the 66-
year-old laws that govern the financial
services industry.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I thank my dear
friend from Texas for yielding me the
customary one-half hour.

Madam Speaker, after 66 years, Con-
gress has finally updated our Depres-
sion era banking laws to modernize the
way American banks, securities firms
and insurance companies do business.
For the first time since 1933, Congress
is replacing the Glass-Steagall Act,
which was passed to separate banking
from commerce during the Great De-
pression.

This bill will modernize and stream-
line our financial industry, and it will
allow American financial companies to
work more efficiently. Madam Speak-
er, in doing so, it will give consumers
greater choice at lower cost; and in the
long run, people will find it easier to
access capital, and American financial
firms will be able to stay competitive
in our increasingly global economy.

Madam Speaker, the bill’s benefits
are not just limited to large financial
institutions. It will benefit small banks
by giving them access to the Federal
Home Loan Bank window. That way
they will have access to more capital,
which they can in turn lend to smaller
communities and smaller businesses.

Madam Speaker, it is a good bill, but
there are a couple of areas that could
be improved and improved greatly.
First, this bill does not go far enough
to protect people’s privacy. Secondly,
this bill does not go far enough in
strengthening the Community Rein-
vestment Act. If we are able to amend
this bill at this point, Madam Speaker,
I would certainly support an amend-
ment to expand the Community Rein-
vestment Act, as well as the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY), to help keep peo-
ple’s private lives private. Unfortu-
nately, amendments are not an option
at this point, and we must decide
whether or not this bill is an improve-
ment over our current situation.

Madam Speaker, I believe this bill is
a great improvement. It is a good bill.
It is long overdue. It will spawn new fi-
nancial services, promote competition
and lower costs. Overall, I believe it
will be good for the country and we
should support it.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule and support the bill.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I
thank my friend for yielding me time.

Madam Speaker, it is almost per-
verse to think one could get excited
about the prospect of financial mod-
ernization, but I will tell you that this

really is an exciting time for a lot of
us.

I am looking at the distinguished
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, and I think back to 1987 and a
piece of legislation that was known as
the Financial Services Holding Com-
pany Act. I know that the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE) remem-
bers that, and I think of names of peo-
ple who no longer serve here, people
from the other side of the aisle like,
Doug Bernard, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) remem-
bers him, and Steve Neal; and people
who spent time with us on this side of
the aisle who are no longer here, like
Jack Hiler from Indiana, and Steve
Bartlett from Texas, and Governor
Tom Ridge from Pennsylvania.

In the latter part of the last decade
we spent a great deal of time down-
stairs having dinners, talking about
the need for us to move towards finan-
cial modernization; and we finally have
gotten to the point where we are doing
that. In fact, one of my staff members
quipped to me when I said, ‘‘Well, we
are finally doing it,’’ and he said,
‘‘Well, you know, this is a really good
bill for 1987,’’ which is when we first in-
troduced it.

That is why I described this bill, I
think, very appropriately as a first
step, because it is a first step that is a
very bold one. It takes us beyond the
1933 Glass-Steagall Act. In fact, we de-
scribe this as moving us from what I
really believe was the curse of Glass-
Steagall, and I think that it also moves
us slightly beyond by amending the
1956 Bank Holding Company Act. But it
is designed with really one very simple
basic thing in mind: it is to provide
consumers with a wider range of
choices, while maintaining safety and
soundness at the lowest possible price.
That is clearly the wave of the future.

I want to commend the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE),
whom I have mentioned, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY), and, of
course, from the Committee on Rules,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST),
who was just here, who worked with
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
PRYCE) on this very important privacy
issue.

We know that in this legislation we
have the toughest privacy component
that we have ever seen in any legisla-
tion considered here. I think it is im-
portant to underscore that once again,
because there are a lot of people who
have been critical of it, and I believe
this clearly is the toughest privacy
language that we have ever had. We
are, by way of doing this, providing the
consumer with a wider range of
choices.

This is a measure which could not
have gotten here were it not for an
awful lot of people. I look back at the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. BAKER),
with whom I worked closely on this
issue for years, and I think that this is
time for a great, great celebration.
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Now, where is it that we go from

here? Last night in the Committee on
Rules we were talking about this, and I
believe that we need to look at the
Internet. We need to look at the fact
that the wave of the future there is in
electronic banking. I think that, frank-
ly, on the Internet, we are going to see
a strengthening of privacy, because
that is a priority that is regularly be-
fore us for people who spend time on
the Internet. So I am anxious and I was
pleased when the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. VENTO) told us in the Com-
mittee on Rules that the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services is
moving ahead with hearings that will
take us even further.

So I consider this a first step. It is a
first step which is a very, very impor-
tant step towards getting us to where
many of us have been trying to move
for virtually a decade and a half.

Madam Speaker, I am very pleased to
support the rule, and I believe that the
conference report should get an over-
whelming number of votes. We had 343
votes on the bill itself, and it is my
hope that we will even exceed that on
this conference report.

I thank my friend for yielding, and I
thank him for his leadership in car-
rying this on behalf of the Committee
on Rules.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. FROST).

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of the conference report on
S. 900, the Financial Services Mod-
ernization Act. Over the years, this
legislation has slowly and sometimes
painfully inched its way toward today.
In the process, the concept of financial
services modernization has shifted and
changed. But in the end, the legislation
before us today is the product of a de-
liberate process that will serve our
economy and consumers well.

I think we can all agree that S. 900 is
not a perfect bill; but, Madam Speaker,
legislation of such magnitude as this,
legislation which will usher in a new
era of commerce in this century, could
never hope to satisfy all parties. That
being said, S. 900 represents historic
change, change I believe that will par-
ticularly benefit the economy of this
country, which will, in turn, benefit all
Americans.

b 2000

Madam Speaker, I would like to take
a moment to reiterate my longstanding
support for the Community Reinvest-
ment Act. There are some who believe
that this bill does harm to CRA. I
could not support S. 900 if I believed
that to be true. I have seen firsthand
the value and benefits CRA has
brought to low- and moderate-income
neighborhoods in my own congres-
sional district in Texas. I know that
there is still much work to be done.

Madam Speaker, S. 900 does not di-
minish the efficacy of CRA. It does not
change the existing CRA obligations on
insured depository institutions in any

way. In fact, CRA compliance is highly
relevant to banks in the new regu-
latory scheme that will be created by
this landmark bill. I know that I for
one will monitor the activities of
banks to ensure that they live up to
and perhaps go beyond the require-
ments of CRA in this new world of fi-
nancial services.

I want to go on record as strongly en-
couraging financial institutions to
make sure that the benefits of this law
will be felt in every neighborhood in
our country.

Madam Speaker, I urge Members to
support this bill. It represents a great
step forward into the new century. It is
worthy of our support.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Ridgewood, New Jersey (Mrs.
ROUKEMA), chairman of the Sub-
committee on Financial Services and
Consumer Credit.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time.

Madam Speaker, I really do rise in
strong support of this bill. This is truly
historic, landmark legislation. In some
respects, this is really long overdue. In
fact, the marketplace, the regulators,
and the courts have been transforming
on an ad hoc basis financial institu-
tions for a number of years. Our obliga-
tion here tonight is to perform our
statutory responsibility under the Con-
stitution to construct this regulated
system to serve the consumers, the
businesses, and the marketplace.

Again, it is truly historic. Tech-
nology and market forces have broken
down the barriers between insurance,
securities and banking. This law is a
very good piece of legislation, and it
will permit us in the U.S. to maintain
our preeminence in the field of finan-
cial services on a global basis, both
now and in the future, in that new
millenium that we love to talk about.

This legislation is also historic be-
cause of its privacy provisions. I am
very proud to have sponsored, along
with the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
OXLEY) and the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) in the original
amendment here in the House, but the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY) and I
were able to get good privacy provi-
sions that even go beyond what we
adopted in the House in this final prod-
uct.

I think that we have got to recog-
nize, although some people have ques-
tioned the privacy provisions, we have
to recognize that there are newer and
stronger privacy protections in this
legislation than Americans have ever
had. I know some of my colleagues will
say it does not go far enough. Maybe I
would agree with them. But it is more
than just a good start, it is a firm foun-
dation upon which we can and will
build either next year or in the next
Congress, in future Congresses.

Indeed, my subcommittee, the Sub-
committee on Financial Institutions
and Consumer Credit, has already had
two essential hearings on this subject

of privacy. We will continue to probe
this complex subject next year.

Aside from some of the other con-
sumer protections, the ATM fee disclo-
sure, for which I would like to take
credit before my colleagues here to-
night, consumers have a right to know
and a right to cancel that transaction,
that is here in this bill.

Madam Speaker, I want to point out
the most essential part of this bill,
which is the fact that the Treasury De-
partment and the Federal Reserve have
reached the core issue in the bill with
the consensus portion of it that will
really protect the safety and soundness
issues that we love to talk about. It is
essential to protect against conflicts of
interest and corruption of the regu-
latory process.

It took them many years, or I am
sorry, many months to come to this,
but with their great integrity and their
great knowledge of financial institu-
tions and understanding about the sav-
ings and loan debacle that we have al-
ready been through and the Great De-
pression of the thirties, they put their
heads together and they formed the
core of this bill that will protect safety
and soundness, and give us the advan-
tages of financial modernization.

I have a lot more I could say. I do
want to congratulate everyone who has
worked on this bill. We must support it
with a strong, overwhelming vote.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong support of
the Conference Report on S. 900, the Gramm-
Leach-Bliley Financial Modernization Act.

This is truly historic, landmark legislation.
And in some respects is long overdue. In fact,
the marketplace, the Regulators and the
Courts have been transforming financial insti-
tutions. Our obligation here today is to perform
our statutory responsibility under the Constitu-
tion to construct this regulated system to serve
the consumers, businesses and the market-
place.

As others have discussed, this bill repeals
the Glass-Steagall Act and the other Depres-
sion era banking and securities laws to permit
the affiliation of banks, securities firms and in-
surance companies. As Chairwomen of the Fi-
nancial Institutions and Consumer Credit Sub-
committee, I have long been an advocate for
passing financial modernization legislation.
Technology and market forces have broken
down the barriers between insurance, securi-
ties and banking. This law—which is an ex-
tremely good product—will permit the U.S. to
maintain its preeminence in the field of finan-
cial services. That is essential to maintaining
U.S. prominence in the global financial world
both now and in the new Millennium.

This legislation is also historic because of its
privacy provisions. I am very proud to have
sponsored—along with Mr. OXLEY—the pri-
vacy provisions we find in this bill today. He
and I, along with Ms. PRYCE, offered the Pri-
vacy Amendment which the House adopted by
427–1 when H.R. 10 was passed back in July.
In Conference, Mr. OXLEY and I offered the
House text with some provisions which
‘‘strengthened’’ privacy. Other improvements
were accepted by the Conference, including
Senator SARBANES’ amendment which protects
stronger State privacy laws from preemption.
In other words, the Conference Report we are
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considering today has better, stronger privacy
provisions that what passed the House 427–1.

Think about the new Privacy Protections in
this Bill:

1. Financial Institutions for the first time are
required to have written privacy policies which
must be disclosed to their customers.

2. Financial Institutions for the first time are
required to give customers the right to ‘‘opt
out’’ of sharing their information with 3rd par-
ties.

3. Stricter State privacy laws are not pre-
empted.

4. Telemarketers are prohibited from receiv-
ing deposit account numbers, credit card num-
bers and other information from financial insti-
tutions.

5. It is now a ‘‘crime’’ for a person to ‘‘pre-
text’’ call a financial institution and get your
personal financial information.

These are all new, stronger privacy protec-
tions that Americans don’t have under current
law.

I know some of my colleagues will say we
didn’t go far enough. Quite frankly, I agree.
But this is more than just a good start—it is a
strong ‘‘foundation’’ upon which we can, and
will, build next year and in future Congresses.
My Subcommittee has already had two hear-
ings on these issues and will continue to
probe this complex subject next year.

I, for one, was disappointed that we did not
‘‘fix’’ the medical records privacy provisions
which were authored by Dr. GANSKE. Unfortu-
nately, the Administration, most medical
groups and many of my Democratic col-
leagues weren’t interested in ‘‘fixing’’ this im-
portant area. They demanded that we remove
the medical records privacy provisions and
‘‘wait’’ for the comprehensive medical records
privacy legislation. This was a huge mistake,
a missed opportunity to do something for all
Americans. I don’t want to hear anyone who
demanded the medical records provisions
come out try to complain now that medical
records privacy is not in S. 900.

I want to say that I am pleased that Gramm-
Leach-Bliley includes my ATM Fee Disclosure
proposal. Under this bill ATM Fee surcharges
are prohibited unless the customers are told
what the fee is before being committed to
enter into the transaction. Consumers are enti-
tled to know what fees, if any, are going to be
charged for using a foreign ATM. This is both
common sense disclosure and pro consumer.
The consumer has a right to know and a right
to cancel the transaction.

Madam Speaker, I would also like to ad-
dress briefly the issues central to sound legis-
lation, namely, the split of regulatory jurisdic-
tion over the holding company—and its affili-
ates—and the national bank operating sub-
sidy.

One of the most contentious issues during
the Financial Modernization debate was the
National Bank operating subsidiary. The
Treasury—and Administration—made it clear
that they would veto any bill which did not pro-
vide the OCC and National Banks with new,
expanded financial powers. At the same time,
the Federal Reserve Board expressed strong
reservations about such new authority on both
safety and soundness and government sub-
sidy grounds.

Many observers said this was merely a reg-
ulatory ‘‘turf’’ battle between the Treasury De-
partment and the Federal Reserve. I strongly
and pointedly disagree. This is a safety and

soundness issue. It is essential to protect
against conflicts of interest and corruption of
the regulatory process. We need to explicitly
protect against another savings and loan de-
bacle or a financial collapse that brought on
the Great Depression of the 1930’s.

The decision of the Conference was to
adopt, and endorse, the operating subsidiary
compromise reached by the Treasury Depart-
ment and the Federal Reserve. This ‘‘com-
promise’’ places several significant restrictions
on the financial subsidiaries of national banks.
For instance, financial subsidiaries may not
engage in (1) insurance or annuity under-
writing, (2) real estate investment or develop-
ment and (3) merchant banking, for at least 5
years and then only if the Federal Reserve
and Treasury jointly agree. Further, there is an
overall or ‘‘aggregate’’ investment cap which
limits the size of financial subsidiaries of na-
tional banks as well as other additional ‘‘fire-
walls’’ and safety and soundness provisions.

I support the FED/Treasury compromise. I
believe we have struck the right balance on
the operating subsidiary. During the Con-
ference I proposed dropping merchant banking
and imposing an aggregate investment limit to
address safety and soundness concerns. I am
happy that the FED/Treasury compromise in-
corporates my suggestions.

While I would have preferred a flat out pro-
hibition on merchant banking in the operating
subsidiary, the 5 year minimum waiting period
with joint agreement between the Treasury
and the Federal Reserve is acceptable.

I am more concerned, however, about the
aggregate investment limits. In my opinion the
limits are too large. I proposed a $100 million
limit on equity investment in all operating sub-
sidiaries controlled by a national bank. The
FED/Treasury compromise ‘‘limits’’ the aggre-
gate size of all operating subsidiaries con-
trolled by a national bank to 45 percent of ag-
gregate assets of the parent bank or $550 bil-
lion, whichever is less. This may, in fact, be
no limit at all.

The aggregate investment limit is intended
to make sure that the financial subsidiaries do
not pose a safety and soundness risk to the
parent bank—which may not be the case
here. As one who was in Congress during the
savings and loan crisis, I would encourage the
OCC and Treasury to take a ‘‘go slow’’ ap-
proach in the financial subsidiary area in terms
of both new activities and ‘‘aggregate’’ size.

Another issue which is central to this bill is
the unitary thrift holding company and whether
the mixing of banking and commerce is appro-
priate. Fortunately the Federal Reserve and
Treasury Department were united on this
issue. Both supported—along with consumer
groups—closing the unitary thrift holding com-
pany ‘‘loophole’’ and prohibiting the transfer of
grandfather unitary thrift holding companies to
commercial entities because of concentration
of economic power as well as safety and
soundness concerns. Those were my con-
cerns—along with making sure we have a
consistent policy and level playing field be-
tween bank and thrift holding companies—as
well. The Gramm-Leach-Bliley bill closes the
‘‘loophole’’ and prohibits transfer of grand-
fathered unitaries to commercial entities. It
was the right thing to do.

And for the record, I must mention the loan
loss provision.

I would also like to briefly mention the loan
loss provision in this Bill which I authored.

Section 241—which passed the House by a
vote of 407–20—is extremely important and is
a ‘‘good government’’ provision. It requires the
SEC to consult and coordinate with the Fed-
eral Banking agencies prior to taking any ac-
tion with respect to an insured depository insti-
tution’s loan loss reserves.

I am not going to go into detail regarding
the SEC’s actions with respect to SunTrust
Bank and the FASB Viewpoints Article. Let me
just say that over a period of 9 months the
SEC created significant confusion in the bank-
ing industry, the accounting profession and the
Federal Banking agencies on what the ac-
counting rules are for bank loan loss reserves.
Their failure to adequately consult and coordi-
nate with the Federal banking agencies on this
issue is well known.

Under Section 241 we expect the SEC to
establish an informal process with the Federal
Banking agencies for consultation and coordi-
nation on individual loan loss cases. The SEC
has suggested that the consultation and co-
ordination requirement will slow the review
process and penalize banks and bank holding
companies. It is not our intention that the con-
sultation and coordination process should
delay SEC processing of securities filings.
Rather, the process which the SEC estab-
lishes should be designed to expedite resolu-
tion of SEC staff questions. The informal proc-
ess we envision should involve telephone con-
ferences, the faxing of relevant information be-
tween staffs, as well as other methods of com-
munication which could expedite as quickly as
possible the resolution of individual loan loss
reserve cases.

In closing, Madam Speaker, I want to make
it clear that I support Gramm-Leach-Bliley
strongly. It is a very good bill. It deserves our
support. I encourage you to vote for the Con-
ference Report.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, pur-
suit of happiness is an inalienable right
which supercedes the banking industry,
the securities industry, and the insur-
ance industry.

In a democratic society, the right to
privacy facilitates the pursuit of happi-
ness. It is the right to be left alone by
powerful government, by powerful cor-
porations. The growth of databases re-
quires government to be a vigilant
watchdog to protect the right to pri-
vacy. S. 900 puts the watchdog to sleep.

If we look under title V, where it
says ‘‘Exceptions,’’

This subsection shall not prevent a finan-
cial institution from providing non-public
personal information to a non-affiliated
third party to perform services for or func-
tions on behalf of the financial institution,
including marketing of the financial institu-
tion’s own products or services, or financial
products or services offered pursuant to joint
agreement between two or more financial in-
stitutions.

So much for the right of privacy.
Madam Speaker, I include for the

RECORD a copy of an article by Robert
Scheer from the L.A. Times:
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YOUR PRIVACY COULD BE A THING OF THE

PAST

(By Robert Scheer)
Do you really want your insurance agent,

bank loan advisor or stockbroker to have a
list of the movies you’ve rented, the medical
tests you’ve taken, the gifts you purchased
and the minute details of your credit history
and net worth? That’s what can happen if
this Congress and president get their way
with landmark legislation permitting insur-
ance companies, banks and stockbrokers to
affiliate and thus merge their massive com-
puterized data bases. This will permit sur-
veillance of your personal habits on a scale
unimaginable even by any secret police
agency in human history.

Your life will be an open book, to be
plumbed and exploited for profit, thanks to
financial industry deregulation about to be
passed with massive congressional support
and the blessing of President Clinton.

Lobbyists for the financial oligarchs de-
feated a crucial amendment to this legisla-
tion proposed by Sen. Richard C. Shelby (R–
Ala.) that would have required bankers,
stockbrokers and insurance agents to get
consumers’ permission before sharing what
should be personal information about you.

Any congressional representative who
votes for this bill thus is denying you your
basic right to privacy and ensuring that the
most intimate details of your life can be
freely bandied about throughout our wired
world for gossip if not solely for profit.

When it comes to serving the interests of
the banks, insurance companies and stock-
brokers that represent the most important
source of campaign money for Republicans
and Democrats alike—$145 million in the last
two years—there is but one political party.
That’s the bipartisan party of political greed
representing corporate conglomerates, and it
has no qualms about skewering the ordinary
consumer.

Once again, everyone who mattered—ex-
cept consumers—was taken care of when the
big congressional deal was cut last week in a
closed back-room conference committee
meeting. The scam brokered at 2 a.m. elimi-
nates the firewall what has existed for 66
years between your bank, your insurance
company and those who trade your securi-
ties. The newly formed conglomerates han-
dling everything from credit card bills to
medical records would be allowed by this leg-
islation to freely exchange the details of
your personal profile, accurate or not, and
without your permission.

Given the immense databases of informa-
tion that now can be rapidly searched and
exchanged, no detail of your personal life
will be off limits to those who snoop for prof-
it. That cross-referencing to all aspects of
your life is what the lobbyists paid for.

‘‘I would say it’s probably the most heavily
lobbied, most expensive issue’’ that Congress
ever has dealt with, said Ed Yingling, the
chief lobbyist for the American Bankers
Assn. Yingling told the New York Times,
‘‘This was our top issue for a long, long time.
The resources devoted to it were huge, and
we fought [for] it tooth and nail.’’

Yingling isn’t kidding about those re-
sources, $163 million on financial industry
lobbying in the past two years, much of it to
the major congressional players. Christopher
Dodd of Connecticut, the top Democrat on
the Senate Banking Committee, received
$325,124 between 1993 and 1998 from the insur-
ance industry, which gave the committee’s
chairman, Phil Gramm (R–Texas), even
more—$496,610. Gramm also got $760,404 from
the securities industry and $407,956 from the
bankers.

The bipartisan toadying to the industry
lobbyists is a disgrace. ‘‘I’d say this is about

consumers versus big business,’’ Shelby said.
He added, ‘‘This is an issue that won’t go
away. We won’t let it go away. People are
going to be raising hell about it more and
more and more.’’

It is a shame that Shelby’s is such a lonely
voice of alarm. But there is still time for
voters to demand to know where their legis-
lators in Congress stand on this surrender of
the basic right to privacy. It also is not too
late to pressure the White House to veto this
bill if it does not contain the Shelby privacy
amendment.

The leading presidential candidates in both
parties—Democrats Al Gore and Bill Bradley
and Republican George W. Bush—all have ob-
tained massive contributions from the finan-
cial industry. This issue is the best litmus
test of whether any of them can muster the
gumption to bite the hand that feeds them.
If they can’t, when it comes to the most de-
cisive consumer issues, it doesn’t really mat-
ter which one becomes president.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE).

(Mr. CASTLE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CASTLE. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Madam Speaker, I also rise in strong
support of the rule and the conference
report on S. 900, the Gramm-Leach-Bli-
ley Financial Institutions Moderniza-
tion Act of 1999. This is a long-awaited
final step in a decades-long effort to
update our financial services laws. I
urge my colleagues to seize the oppor-
tunity to pass this historic legislation,
which will benefit individual Ameri-
cans and help keep our economy
strong.

This legislation accomplishes a num-
ber of important goals that will pro-
vide better financial services for mil-
lions of Americans and make the
American financial services industry
more competitive.

First, it will eliminate outdated reg-
ulations that hinder competition. More
competition will give consumers more
choices to save and earn money on
their investments.

Second, the bill will provide sound
regulation, balance, and flexibility for
businesses. Banks will be able to
choose the type of structure that is
best for them. This will allow compa-
nies to do so but in a cost-effective
manner and way, and produce the new
product at lower cost that we want for
the financial security of our citizens.

Third, the bill allows new competi-
tion without endangering small banks.
A big commercial company will not be
able to buy a savings and loan and en-
gage in unfair competition against a
small, local bank.

Fourth, this legislation contains im-
portant new standards to protect the
financial privacy of American con-
sumers. Financial services providers
will have to protect consumer informa-
tion and inform consumers about how
this information is used.

Finally, this legislation continues
the commitment for banks to meet the
needs of low-income Americans

through the Community Reinvestment
Act. CRA standards are maintained
while giving some relief to small banks
with excellent community lending
records.

It is time for the financial services
laws of our country to catch up with
the needs of the American people. This
legislation will benefit every American
seeking to improve his or her family’s
financial security by saving and invest-
ing more.

Let us move our Nation into the next
century. I urge passage of the rule and
the conference report.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong support of
the conference report on S. 900, the Gramm,
Leach, Bliley Financial Services Modernization
Act of 1999. This is the long-awaited final step
in the decades-long effort to update our finan-
cial services laws. I urge my colleagues to
seize the opportunity to pass this historic leg-
islation which will benefit individual Americans
and help keep our economy strong.

As we have heard many times, Congress
has been trying to update the Glass-Steagall
Act since the 1930’s and the Bank Holding
Company Act since the 1950’s. Previous at-
tempts to pass financial services reform often
failed because one financial industry or an-
other felt that past bills put them at a dis-
advantage. I have seen several of those at-
tempts fail in the six and a half years I have
been in Congress. That struggle is finally over.
The banking industry, the securities industry
and the insurance industry agree that we must
modernize these laws to improve competition
and meet the changing needs of consumers.

Madam Speaker, this legislation accom-
plishes a number of important goals that will
provide better financial services for millions of
Americans and make American businesses in
the financial services industry more competi-
tive.

First, it will eliminate outdated regulations
that hinder competition. Banks, insurance
companies and securities firms will be able to
affiliate and offer new banking, investment and
insurance products to American consumers.
Competition will enable consumers to choose
new ways to save and earn money on their in-
vestments that go beyond the products that
are available today. The Treasury Department
has estimated that this new competition could
save Americans billions of dollars. These new
business affiliations will be regulated in a
streamlined manner to protect American con-
sumers and taxpayers.

Second, the bill will provide sound regula-
tion with flexibility for businesses. Banks will
be able to choose the type of structure that is
best for how they want to do business, but ac-
tivities such as real estate development, insur-
ance underwriting and merchant banking will
have to be conducted in a separate affiliate to
insure complete financial safety and sound-
ness. There will be balanced regulation of
these businesses by the Federal Reserve and
the Department of the Treasury. This will allow
companies to do business in a cost-effective
manner and help produce the new products at
lower cost that we want for the financial secu-
rity of every American who wants to purchase
them.
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Third, the bill allows new competition with-

out endangering small institutions. We are pro-
tecting small banks from potential unfair com-
petition by ending a loophole that allows com-
mercial firms to own a savings and loan insti-
tution. This compromise on the unitary thrift
charter issue will allow commercial companies
which now own a savings and loan to retain
them, but in the future, only financial compa-
nies will be permitted to purchase these insti-
tutions. In other words, a big commercial com-
pany will not be able to come into a small
town by buying a savings and loan and en-
gage in unfair competition against a small
local bank. This will help prevent possible con-
flicts of interest and potential unfair competi-
tion.

Fourth, this legislation contains important
new standards to protect the financial privacy
of American consumers. Financial service pro-
viders will have to protect consumer informa-
tion; they will have to clearly tell their cus-
tomers what their privacy policies are; and,
consumers will have the right to choose not to
have any information shared with unaffiliated
third parties. Also, this legislation will not re-
place any additional privacy protections in any
state. It will also make it a federal crime for
unethical individuals to attempt to gain private
financial information through deceptive tactics.
These standards are an important step in pro-
tecting the basic financial privacy of all con-
sumers.

And finally, this legislation continues the
commitment for banks and new financial serv-
ice holding companies to meet the needs of
everyone in the community through the Com-
munity Reinvestment Act. CRA standards are
maintained without increasing the regulatory
burden, particularly for small banks. Repub-
licans and Democrats alike should be proud
we are continuing this commitment in a man-
ner that is fair to communities and financial
services businesses.

It is time for the financial services laws of
our country to catch up with the needs of the
American people. Our constituents have been
looking for new and affordable products to
give their families financial security. We are
long past the days when people were satisfied
with a simple savings account or life insurance
policy. Most Americans want to maximize their
earnings and to find products that will give
them the best return.

The financial services marketplace has been
struggling to meet consumers needs within a
regulatory structure that was created sixty
years ago.

The changes in this legislation will ultimately
benefit every American seeking to improve his
or her family’s financial security by saving and
investing more. This legislation will help them
achieve that goal by making more savings and
investment products available in one-stop
shopping at competitive prices.

As a member of the banking committee, I
have often been frustrated by the long days
and seemingly endless hours of negotiation
that have gone into this legislation, but I
strongly believe that those long hours of work
have produced a piece of legislation that will
help carry our nation’s economy into the next
century. It will help produce good products,
more choices and hopefully lower prices for
Americans, and it will help our nation’s finan-
cial services business grow and compete suc-
cessfully into the future.

Madam Speaker, we owe Chairmen JIM
LEACH and TOM BLILEY our thanks for perse-

vering through tough negotiations on the myr-
iad of issues in this bill and to our colleague
Senator GRAMM for pushing this bill to comple-
tion in the Senate. This bill also has a true bi-
partisan imprint and the contributions of Con-
gressmen LAFALCE and DINGELL should be
recognized.

The time is now to bring American financial
services into the twenty-first century. This leg-
islation achieves that goal and I urge the
house to take the final step by passing this
conference report today.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), the vice
chairman of the Democratic Caucus.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam Speaker, I
thank the distinguished gentleman for
yielding time to me.

Madam Speaker, with all the rhetoric
out there, there may be people listen-
ing to this debate who do not know
what difference this bill can make in
their daily lives. I think they deserve
to.

In a word, it is about choice. It is
about consumers having more choices.
If they do their banking at a small
community bank and buy their insur-
ance from a local independent agent,
they can continue doing that. Nothing
in this bill changes that, but it will
open the doors to new innovations for
people who might want them.

With this bill, it is likely we will be
able to dramatically reduce the fees
and prices we pay for financial services
when we choose to do business with a
single company that offers banking, in-
surance, stock and mutual fund needs,
all under one roof.

Credit cards with permanently-fixed
low interest rates may be offered,
along with these unified accounts. We
may see new generation ATM machines
where on the way home from work we
can view our mutual fund, checking
and savings account, pay all our bills,
from whichever account we decide, and
then withdraw some cash for dinner,
all in one stop.

In fact, with this bill, consumers will
see a whole new range of options to cut
their costs and make their lives more
convenient.

It is also true that with these options
comes legitimate concerns about pri-
vacy. That is why this bill statutorily
bans the sale of our account informa-
tion to third-party telemarketers. That
is why we give consumers the right to
decide whether or not their informa-
tion can be shared with any unaffili-
ated party.

There are, in fact, a whole host of
provisions in this bill that will protect
consumer privacy. Those against this
bill want different privacy provisions,
an opt-in, an opt-out, a broader ban.
We can debate that all day, but remem-
ber, without this bill, consumers will
continue to have no privacy protec-
tions and will have no access to these
lower-priced services.

That is why a vote against this bill is
in my mind a vote against progress. A
vote for this rule and for this bill is a
vote for protecting consumers’ privacy

and increasing consumer choice. I urge
my colleagues to support the con-
ference report to S. 900, and I want to
congratulate, on our side of the aisle,
the gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. VENTO) for all of their hard
work.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Rocky Ridge, Alabama (Mr. BACHUS),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Domestic and International Monetary
Policy.

(Mr. BACHUS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BACHUS. Madam Speaker, if
Members do not know where Rocky
Ridge is, it is at the end of Rocky
Ridge Road. We used to tell people, if
you could find it, you can have it. Not
many people took us up on the chal-
lenge.

In 1933, Glass-Steagall. In 1933, if we
wanted to travel across the United
States, we had to do so on gravel U.S.
roads, U.S. highways, or dirt top U.S.
highways, dirt roads. If we wanted to
travel on an airplane, there were three-
engine Ford tri-motor airplanes, bi-
planes. They are in the Smithsonian
today.

Our railroads, we had steam engines
on our railroads. If we want to see a
steam engine today, we have to go to
China. They are mothballing their last
few steam engines.

Today we still have Glass-Steagall.
Now, imagine traveling across the Na-
tion on gravel U.S. highways. Imagine
how time-consuming that would be.
Imagine how inefficient steam engines
would be if they pulled our freight
trains. Imagine flying home on the
weekends in a biplane. That is what
our banks and financial institutions
are attempting to do every day with a
law that was passed in 1933.

1933 was the year that Albert Ein-
stein emigrated to America. He became
famous and now he has died, but we
still have Glass-Steagall, until we pass
this bill. Glass-Steagall will mean $15
billion worth of savings to the Amer-
ican people each year. Not only will
they save money through convenience
and competition, they will save time.
Time is money. It will be much more
convenient.

It is time that we turned American
ingenuity loose.

Madam Speaker, this legislation, in addition
to making historic reforms to the structure of
our financial services industry creates new
protections for consumers, including a prohibi-
tion on a financial institution disclosing non-
public personal information inappropriately. In
creating this new regime, I thought it important
that we understand that the realities of day-to-
day business for certain financial institutions
necessarily involves the disclosure of such in-
formation and to make clear that we did not
intend to interfere with such legitimate actions.

Companies chartered by Congress to oper-
ate in the secondary mortgage market are one
such example. Because these companies do
not engage in mortgage transactions directly
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with the consumer, they are not in a position
to provide the notices and disclosures that we
call for in Title V. Sweeping them within Title
V’s purview would have created burdens and
uncertainty without furthering the Title’s con-
sumer protection objectives. Therefore, the
Conference Report contains language I au-
thored that exempts these institutions from
Title V’s definition as long as they do not sell
or transfer non-public personal information to
non-affiliated third parties. The Conferees in-
tend to provide the FTC with regulatory and
enforcement authority over secondary market
institutions only to the extent that such institu-
tions engage in activities outside the provi-
sions of Section 502.

Let me make clear that the types of ‘‘trans-
fers’’ that would pull these institutions back
within Title V’s scope are transfers other than
those contemplated by Sections 502(b)(2) or
502(e). For institutions covered by Title V, we
recognize that the uses of non-public, per-
sonal information that Sections 502(b)(2) or
502(e) contemplate are legitimate. This same
standard applies to the secondary market in-
stitutions covered by Section 509(3)(D). To the
extent that these companies go beyond these
parameters, I expect that they will be generally
subject to Title V.

Finally, I am offended at the seemingly in-
tentional misrepresentation by certain mort-
gage insurance and mortgage lending groups
of my amendment’s effect. My objective in of-
fering this amendment and securing its inclu-
sion in the Conference Report was to exempt
those operating in the secondary mortgage
market from Title V to the extent that they en-
gage in uses of information that Title V ac-
cepts as appropriate and as creating no addi-
tional obligation on the part of those institu-
tions. In this manner, I wanted to ensure that
these companies remain able to fulfill the im-
portant purposes that Congress chartered
them to serve. Consumers in communities
throughout the country benefit from the liquid-
ity and the access to affordable housing fi-
nance that these institutions provide; indis-
criminately subjecting secondary mortgage
market entities would have made consumers
no better off—and perhaps worse off.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE), the ranking
member.

(Mr. LAFALCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of
the rule and of the conference report
on S. 900 and H.R. 10. In July the House
passed its version of financial mod-
ernization, H.R. 10, with a very broad
bipartisan vote, 343 to 86. The Senate
passed a partisan product by a very
narrow margin of 54 to 44.

The Senate version was a bill that
the administration said they would
veto. Today we bring basically the
House bill, a bill that the administra-
tion says they can strongly support,
that I strongly support, that the con-
sumers of America should strongly sup-
port.

Why? There are some simple, funda-
mental reasons. There are clear gains

in this bill for consumers, for commu-
nities, and for our financial services
system if the bill is enacted.

If this bill is not enacted, there
would be clear losses. Without this bill,
banks will continue to expand, as they
have been, into the securities and into
the insurance business. They have done
this for many, many years, on thou-
sands of occasions. They would con-
tinue to do so if this bill does not be-
come law, but without the broader ap-
plication of CRA that this bill man-
dates. They would continue to do so,
but without any privacy protections
whatsoever for consumers, privacy pro-
tections that this bill mandates.

b 2015
They would continue to do so, but

without the consumer protections in-
cluded in this bill that ensure con-
sumers know the risks associated with
products they purchase and know
whether or not they are insured. They
would continue to do so if this bill is
not passed, but without the increased
regulatory oversight provided by this
bill. Members should embrace this bill
for consumers, for communities and for
the future of the financial services in-
dustry of the United States.

Madam Speaker. I rise in support of the
Rule and of the Conference Report on S. 900.

In July, the House passed its version of fi-
nancial modernization (H.R. 10), with a broad
bipartisan vote of 343–86. The Senate passed
a partisan product by a narrow margin of 54–
44. The White House clearly indicated it would
veto the Senate version because of its nega-
tive impact on the national bank charter, highly
problematic provisions on CRA and its non-
existent privacy protections.

The conference report necessarily rep-
resents a compromise between the two
versions. But it is a good and balanced com-
promise that effectively modernizes our finan-
cial services industry under strong regulatory
controls, but also includes strong protections
for consumers and communities consistent
with the original House bipartisan product. As
a result, the administration strongly supports
the conference report.

I support this bill for very simple and funda-
mental reasons. There are clear gains for con-
sumers, for communities and for our financial
services system if this bill is enacted. There
are clear losses if it is not.

Without this bill, banks will continue to ex-
pand into the securities and insurance busi-
ness as they have been doing on thousands
of occasions for many years under current
law. However, they would continue to do so:
Without the broader application of CRA this
bill authorizes; without any privacy protections
whatsoever for consumers; without the con-
sumer protections included in this bill that en-
sure consumers know the risks associated
with products they purchase and know wheth-
er or not they’re insured; without the increased
regulatory oversight provided by this bill; and
with artificial structural limitations that will
place the U.S. financial services industry at a
clear competitive disadvantage.

However Members choose to vote on this
bill, they should vote based on the facts. The
facts are as follows.

Financial modernization. Many of the new
activities, acquisitions, affiliations and mergers

this bill authorizes, with a variety of regulatory
and consumer protections, already have oc-
curred, and will continue to occur, under cur-
rent law and court interpretation if this legisla-
tion is not enacted. But they will occur without
adequate regulatory oversight and without the
consumer protections built into this bill. In
large part, then, this bill rationalizes existing
practices.

Privacy. In the financial services context,
federal law now offers consumers no protec-
tion of their personal financial information, and
regulators have no authority to impose any.
We are creating federal privacy protections,
for the first time. No financial services bill in
decades has gone to the floor with stronger
privacy protections—indeed, with any privacy
protections. A vote for this bill is the strongest
pro-privacy vote that any Member of this
House has ever been able to cast. It is a vote
for consumer privacy protection. The provi-
sions in this bill are now stronger than the pri-
vacy provisions of the House product, which
passed 427–1.

Community Reinvestment Act (CRA). This
bill does not change existing CRA obligations
on insured depository institutions in any way.
It, in fact, substantially enhances CRA. Banks
can now engage in securities and insurance
activity without satisfactory CRA performance
being a factor at all. For the very first time, the
conference report applies CRA to banks and
their holding companies in the context of ex-
pansion into activities such as securities, in-
surance underwriting and merchant banking.

The conference report also deletes Senator
GRAMM’s CRA exemption for small or rural
banks. It deletes Senator GRAMM’s ‘‘CRA safe
harbor’’ that would have blocked community
comments on most banks’ CRA applications
and shifted the burden of proof unfairly to
community groups. For small banks, it targets
CRA regulatory resources on banks with the
poorest CRA records, creating an incentive for
better community reinvestment performance. It
ensures that the regulators have complete au-
thority to examine banks regarding their CRA
performances as frequently as they believe
necessary.

The conference report also provides for dis-
closure of a limited set of CRA agreements.
But it substantially narrows the overbroad pro-
visions of the Senate bill and attempts to mini-
mize the reporting burden on community
groups. Community groups are bringing new
capital and new financial services into low in-
come communities through these agreements.
We, and they, have every reason to be proud
of that record. This disclosure provision, to the
very limited degree it applies, can only make
that proud record apparent to everyone.

I would be remiss if I did not note that these
legislative efforts have a human face. First of
all, I want to thank Chairman LEACH who kept
this a fair and bipartisan process despite often
heavy and unfortunate pressure to do other-
wise. I would also like to thank the chairman’s
staff—Tony Cole, who we all hope is
recuperating well, Gary Parker, and Laurie
Schaffer, and Legislative Counsels Jim Wert
and Steve Cope. I want to especially thank the
Democratic Committee staff, especially
Jeanne Roslanowick and Tricia Haisten, with-
out whose tireless and effective efforts we
would not have gotten to this point, and also
Dean Sagar, Patty Lord, Jaime Lizarraga,
Kirsten Johnson-Obey.
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This is a good bill which Democrats can be

proud to support. I urge your support of the
conference report on S. 900.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Fullerton, California (Mr. ROYCE), a
member of the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

(Mr. ROYCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROYCE. Madam Speaker, the his-
toric legislation that we are consid-
ering today is a win for consumers, a
win for the U.S. economy and a win for
America’s international competitive
position abroad.

American consumers will benefit
from increased access, from better
services, from greater convenience and
from lower costs. They will be offered
the convenience of handling their
banking insurance and securities ac-
tivities at one location.

More importantly, with the effi-
ciencies that could be realized from in-
creased competition among banks, in-
surance and securities providers under
this proposal, consumers could ulti-
mately save an estimated $18 billion in
the estimates of our U.S. Treasury De-
partment. This reduction in the cost of
financial services is, in turn, a big win
for the U.S. economy.

Finally, this legislation is a win for
America’s international competitive
position, as it will allow U.S. compa-
nies to compete more effectively with
foreign firms for business around the
world.

In urging swift passage, Federal Re-
serve Chairman Alan Greenspan said,
we cannot afford to be complacent re-
garding the future of the U.S. banking
industry.

This legislation is 30 years overdue,
Madam Speaker, and I urge my col-
leagues not to delay its passage any
longer. Let us support the rule and let
us support the bill.

Madam Speaker, the historic legislation that
we are considering today, is a win for the con-
sumer, a win for the U.S. economy and a win
for America’s international competitive position
abroad.

American consumers will benefit from in-
creased access, better services, greater con-
venience and lower costs. They will be offered
the convenience of handling their banking, in-
surance and securities activities at one loca-
tion. More importantly, with the efficiencies
that could be realized from increased competi-
tion among banks, insurance, and securities
providers under this proposal, consumers
could ultimately save an estimated $18 billion
annually.

This reduction in the cost of financial serv-
ices, is in turn, a big win for the U.S. econ-
omy.

Finally, this legislation is a win for America’s
international competitive position, as it will
allow U.S. companies to compete more effec-
tively with foreign firms for business around
the world.

This legislation is 30 years overdue Mr.
Speaker, and I urge my colleagues not to
delay its passage a day longer.

At this time, I would like to make a few clari-
fying remarks.

Included in Title VI of the bill before us are
complex changes in the structure of the Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank (FHLBank) System. I
believe these changes will enhance the ability
of the System to help member institutions
serve their communities, though there is enor-
mous work yet to be done to implement these
initiatives. Consequently, at the risk of redun-
dancy, it is important to reiterate the view ex-
pressed in the conference regarding related
regulatory actions.

As noted in the committee report, the con-
ferees acknowledged and supported with-
drawal of the Financial Management and Mis-
sion Achievement (FMMA) rule proposed ear-
lier this year by the Federal Housing Finance
Board (FHFB), the FHL Bank System regu-
lator. The FMMA would have made dramatic
changes in such areas as mission, invest-
ments, liquidity, capital, access to advances
and director/senior officer responsibilities. Be-
cause of serious concerns over the FMMA’s
impact on FHLBank earnings, its effect on
safety and soundness and its legal basis, the
proposal has been intensely controversial
among the FHLBanks’ membership, with over
20 national and state bank and thrift trade as-
sociations calling for a legislated delay on
FMMA.

Many conferees not only shared these con-
cerns but also felt strongly that the FMMA
should not be pursued while the FHLBank
System is responding to the statutory changes
in this bill. There was great sympathy for a
moratorium blocking the FMMA, but prior to
the matter coming to a vote, Chairman Morri-
son of the FHFB sent a letter to Chairmen
GRAMM and LEACH agreeing to withdraw the
proposal, which I want to make sure is part of
the RECORD. He also promised to consult with
the Banking Committees regarding the content
of the capital rules and any rules dealing with
investments or advances. The FHFB’s com-
mitment not to act precipitously in promul-
gating regulations in these areas creates the
proper framework for effective and timely im-
plementation of the reforms that Congress is
seeking to put in place.

The regulatory standstill to which the FHFB
has committed should apply to any final rules
or policies applicable to investments, and the
FHFB should maintain the current $9 billion
ceiling on member mortgage asset pilot pro-
grams or similar activities. In the context of
dramatic impending changes in the capital
structure of the FHLBanks, I believes it is nec-
essary for the FHFB to refrain from any effort
otherwise to rearrange the FHLBanks’ invest-
ment framework, liquidity structure and bal-
ance sheets.

It is my understanding that credit enhance-
ment done through the underwriting and rein-
surance of the mortgage guaranty insurance
after a loan has been closed are secondary
market transactions included in the exemption
for secondary market transactions in section
502(e)(1)(c) of the S. 900 conference report.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. VENTO).

(Mr. VENTO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I rise
in strong support of this rule. The
Committee on Rules, under the chair-
manship of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER) and the gentleman

from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY),
the ranking member, who have been
able helpers in the process, we could
not be here today without the help that
they have offered in terms of melding
together the bills in the House and for
their help and assistance in bringing
this bill to the floor yesterday and
today.

This is a must-pass bill. We need to
build the type of economic foundation
that will continue the economic
progress that we have experienced in
our economy. The fact of the matter is
that our financial system in this coun-
try, in terms of banks, insurance, secu-
rities, are dysfunctional today.

In this bill, led by the gentleman
from Iowa (Chairman LEACH) in the
House, we have been able to bring to
the table the insurance interests and
the security interests and banking in-
terests and literally make them come
to an agreement; and the same is true,
of course, with the regulators, bringing
together Chairman Greenspan and Sec-
retary Rubin and now Secretary Sum-
mers, and others, and provide the type
of functional regulation that would
satisfy the tough questions and prob-
lems. So, too, in terms of consumer
issues which are so important to all of
us to build the type of efficiencies and
provide the type of safeguards that the
people deserve.

Now, I checked with the counsel for
the House and the counsel for the Sen-
ate and not a single consumer law is
repealed in this bill. Quite the con-
trary. In fact, CRA is strengthened by
applying it to new activities and appli-
cations. In fact, privacy, this is one of
the most pervasive privacy provisions
ever written into Federal law and ap-
plies to all financial entities.

Yet some today choose to build a fa-
cade of problems rather than dealing
with the reality and passing this im-
portant legislation. We have the over-
whelming support now in the Senate,
overwhelming support of the House,
with nearly 350 Members that voted for
this in the initial instance and almost
the same bill is being presented to
today, and, of course, the support of
the administration.

I say it is time to pass this bill to
provide the type of financial effi-
ciencies and consumer benefits that are
inherent in a modern financial system
that is necessary for America’s engine
of economic growth.

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of this
rule that will bring before the House in an ex-
pedited fashion the conference report on S.
900, the Financial Services Modernization Act.
This act, otherwise known as the Gramm-
Leach-Bliley act, is the culmination of many
many years of effort to bring the financial insti-
tutions and regulatory law in line with the reali-
ties of today’s marketplace.

Modernization of our financial services will
finally be achieved with the enactment of this
key bill. With passage of this conference re-
port, Congress will enhance consumer protec-
tions in important ways, putting forward the
strongest financial privacy protection provi-
sions ever to be written into Federal law and
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maintaining and reinvigorating the Community
Reinvestment Act’s relevance in the new fi-
nancial world.

This is a good compromise that reflects
much of the House-passed bill in content if not
wholly in form. We repeal Glass-Steagall and
allow the affiliations with securities firms, in-
surance companies and banks. The commer-
cial ownership loophole is closed for unitary
thrift holding companies. We enhance the
Federal Home Loan Bank System. We estab-
lish consumer protections in law for the sales
of non-deposit products by banks. The finan-
cial privacy and CRA provisions are sub-
stantive, substantial Federal policy advances.
Importantly, the bill enhances the viability of
smaller community banks and financial entities
vital to extending services and credit through
our greater economy: rural and urban.

With regard to privacy, I well understand
some sought greater consumer privacy provi-
sions. But the perfect should not be the
enemy of the good. This conference agree-
ment lays a solid foundation of financial pri-
vacy set into our regulated financial market-
place which affects all consumers doing busi-
ness with all banks, S&L’s, insurance compa-
nies, securities firms and credit unions and in
fact, all entities financial in nature: such as
credit card companies and finance offices. The
broad basis for this provision is only beginning
to be appreciated and this privacy law is very
much needed on that broad basis.

With regard to CRA, the conference suc-
cessfully eliminated the harmful ‘‘safe harbor’’
and ‘‘small bank exemption’’ provisions from
the Senate bill. We accepted a modified dis-
closure and reporting system. While I strongly
disagreed with the burdensome, so-called
‘‘sunshine’’ and reporting provisions in the
Senate bill that raised the specter of harass-
ment of pro-CRA groups, very few would op-
pose openness. Certainly, the disclosure of in-
formation can spell out the effectiveness of
these groups working so hard in our commu-
nities and the effectiveness of the CRA itself.

I believe the reporting requirements, al-
though improved, are an extraordinarily dif-
ficult policy as structured in this measure. It no
doubt will be more of a burden to community
groups and banks who currently do not file re-
ports. However, we were able to streamline
the reporting requirements and to limit who
should file a report even as we gave the regu-
lators substantial authority to properly oversee
such provisions. We should be mindful of the
administration’s and regulators’ expressions of
good will to take a common sense approach
with regards to its implementation. Hopefully
they can help make these disclosure and re-
porting requirements more workable. Con-
gress will certainly have to closely monitor the
implementation of these provisions and their
effects.

With that, Madam Speaker, I urge an ‘‘aye’’
vote on the rule so that we can positively con-
sider one of the key financial services bills of
our century, the conference report on S. 900,
the Financial Services Modernization Act.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, as we can tell from
the comments that have been made on
the floor tonight, this legislation is not
only historic but has required a great
deal of work, a bipartisan work, and I
am very proud of the House of Rep-

resentatives and the Congress that has
done something that is great for con-
sumers.

It is hard work. We are hearing about
it tonight. Just another example of
what great work this Congress has
done.

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Allentown, Penn-
sylvania (Mr. TOOMEY), a member of
the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services.

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of this rule and the legisla-
tion under consideration today. The
Gramm–Leach-Bliley Financial Serv-
ices Modernization Act is probably the
most important financial legislation to
come before Congress since the Glass-
Steagall Act mandated a separation be-
tween banking and the securities in-
dustry back in 1933.

Today there is virtually unanimous
agreement among economists, aca-
demics, policymakers and most impor-
tantly the men and women actually
creating and providing financial serv-
ices across America today. The repeal
of Glass-Steagall is necessary so that
consumers can get the products and
services they desire and American fi-
nancial firms can compete in the glob-
al marketplace.

Madam Speaker, I would like to high-
light just one small part of this sweep-
ing legislation. I am particularly
pleased that this bill includes an im-
portant provision regarding certain de-
rivative transactions, especially credit
and equity swaps. These somewhat ob-
scure products are actually very impor-
tant tools used by businesses, including
financial service firms, to manage a va-
riety of risks that they face. This bill
reaffirms that swap contracts are le-
gitimate bank products that can be ex-
ecuted and booked in banks and are
adequately regulated by and will con-
tinue to be regulated by banking super-
visors.

I would also like to congratulate the
many Members of this Chamber who
have worked very hard, some for many
years, on financial modernization. In
particular, I would like to salute the
gentleman from Iowa (Chairman
LEACH) and the ranking member, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) for the outstanding work they
have done to see this legislation
through to completion, and I urge my
colleagues to support the rule and pas-
sage of this historic bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Houston, Texas (Mr. BENTSEN).

Mr. BENTSEN. Madam Speaker, as a
member of the committee and the con-
ference committee, I strongly support
this legislation and the rule and urge
my colleagues to support it. I believe
that this comprehensive banking re-
form legislation will bring new benefits
to consumers by encouraging competi-
tion among the banking securities and
insurance industries in creating one-
stop shopping for consumers.

The United States’ financial industry
is the strongest and soundest in the

world today because of our dynamic
market economy and strong regulatory
regime. Yet as the financial markets
mature they have been restrained by
the Glass-Steagall law that requires fi-
nancial companies to separate their
various entities.

By repealing Glass-Steagall, Con-
gress will bring new competition to fi-
nancial services so that consumers can
purchase products more efficiently and
more cheaply. The net effect will be to
promote more competition, create
more products at lower prices and bet-
ter protect American consumers.

While the bill does not create the
ideal financial holding company model
or charter, it does repeal portions of
existing regulatory constraints dating
back to the Great Depression commen-
surate with a market that has matured
greatly through market disinterme-
diation brought on by broader con-
sumer wealth, sophistication and ac-
cess to information.

This bill does not provide for the
mixing of banking and commerce but
does address it in a prudent way
through a new complimentary to bank-
ing approach that should meet the con-
cerns of not limiting banking and fi-
nance as it expands.

It does allow for banks to enter the
insurance and securities brokerage
business while protecting functional
regulation and maintaining the Securi-
ties and Exchange Act and McCarran-
Ferguson.

Finally, I would like to say that this
bill in many respects strengthens the
Community Reinvestment Act. It has
for the first time the ‘‘have and main-
tain’’ clause which says that any bank
that wants to get into any line of busi-
nesses must have and maintain a satis-
factory CRA rating.

Additionally, it protects CRA for
smaller banks. It in no way excludes or
exempts smaller banks from CRA,
which some members in the other body
tried to do.

I think this is really a win/win, and
in terms of privacy, as other speakers
have said, this codifies new law as it
relates to privacy. If we do not pass
this bill, consumers will be worse off as
it relates to privacy and I would en-
courage my colleagues to pass it.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Palm Bay, Florida (Mr. WELDON), a
member of the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) for yielding me
this time.

Madam Speaker, when I was first
elected to Congress and later appointed
to serve on the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services I was very sur-
prised to learn that the laws governing
the financial service sector of our econ-
omy were relics of the Depression, that
the Glass-Steagall Act was passed in
1933 and that for years the Congress
had been unable to pass important and
badly needed new legislation to mod-
ernize the laws governing the banking,
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insurance and securities industries in
the United States.

Well, tonight we are finally getting
that job done and modernizing those
laws. This may not be a perfect bill but
it is a good bill. It is a good bill be-
cause it will make it easier and less ex-
pensive for the public to access bank-
ing and financial services.

Our international competitors in Eu-
rope and Asia long ago adopted more
modernized changes to the laws gov-
erning their financial service sectors.
We now in the U.S. will have modern-
ized ours, and in doing so we will im-
prove the competitiveness of the Amer-
ican economy and allow it to continue
its place as the most competitive econ-
omy on the globe.

Much credit goes to the gentleman
from Iowa (Chairman LEACH) and the
ranking member, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE) for this bill,
as well as all of the others who had sig-
nificant input in this effort, to include
the Treasury Department and the Fed-
eral Reserve, particularly Chairman
Greenspan. I encourage all of my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
vote yes on the rule and vote yes on
final passage of this legislation.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Rochester, New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER).

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MOAKLEY) for yielding me
time.

Madam Speaker, I have some strong
concerns about the conference report,
but I do want to thank the conferees
for including Section 733 entitled Fair
Treatment for Women by Financial Ad-
visors. This short but important sec-
tion, based on an amendment I brought
to the floor, reads, it is the sense of
Congress that individuals offering fi-
nancial advice and products should
offer such services and products in a
nondiscriminatory, nongender specific
manner.

The language is in response to estate
documents that keep women from con-
trolling their inherited financial as-
sets. Some estate planning publica-
tions and sales literature for trusts use
three themes. One is that women
should be relieved of the burden of
managing money because they cannot
learn. Second, if they have money on
their hands they will be vulnerable to
shysters and, third, they might re-
marry and hand the man’s hard-earned
money over to somebody else.

Now, this is not an old problem. In a
1998 estate planning guidebook it in-
structs its benefactor to consider the
question if, quote, a man should sub-
ject his wife to the bewildering details
which administration of property often
involves if she has had no experience
with it.

It goes on to state that if she has had
no previous experience she may not be
prepared to handle large sums of
money. If this is true, she herself would
not want to be burdened with adminis-
tration of property.

How kind of them to look out for pro-
tecting the wife.

It is past time that these outdated
themes are addressed and discrimina-
tory financial practices are brought
out in the open as we move forward to
modernize the rest of the financial
services industry, and it is my personal
hope that this bill includes no bail-out
provisions should some of this go
wrong in the future.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Des Moines, Iowa (Mr. GANSKE).

b 2030

Mr. GANSKE. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of the rule and the bill. I am
particularly pleased that the unitary
thrift loophole which allows commer-
cial firms to control savings and loans
charters has been closed in this bill.

Both Treasury Secretary Rubin and
Federal Chairman Greenspan testified
in support of the provision to restrict
unitaries. In his Senate testimony,
Greenspan stated, ‘‘The Board supports
the elimination of the unitary thrift
loophole, which currently allows any
type of commercial firm to control a
federally insured depository institu-
tion. Failure to close this loophole
would allow the conflicts inherent in
banking and commerce combinations
to further develop in our economy and
complicate efforts to create a fair and
level playing field for all financial
services providers.’’

What would be the result if Microsoft
purchased Washington Mutual with its
2,000 branches and $165 billion in as-
sets? It certainly would have raised the
specter of too big to fail.

But, Madam Speaker, I especially
want to commend the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) for his patience and
endurance in brokering this agreement
between members of the conference
committee and in balancing the inter-
est of everyone, from small community
banks and large international insur-
ance firms, to consumers and investors.

The challenge was to find equi-
librium between maintaining safety
and soundness in the Nation’s banking
system and providing for a fair and ef-
ficient competition in the financial
services marketplace.

There are many who deserve a lot of
credit for this bill. But at the top in
my book is the gentleman from Iowa
(Chairman LEACH). Iowans should be
very proud of the gentleman from Iowa
(Chairman LEACH) for the work on this
bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Malden, Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY).

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from South Bos-
ton, Massachusetts, for yielding me
this time.

Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition
to this bill. I support the moderniza-
tion of the financial services industry
in the United States.

Because of global competition and
rapid technological change, it is crit-

ical that we update the laws which deal
with every aspect of the financial mat-
ters of the people of our country, but
there is a fatal flaw in the heart of this
bill.

The financial institutions say that
they need synergies of being able to
provide brokerage and banking and in-
surance services to every American. As
a result, they can be giving the Amer-
ican people no privacy protections.

What the American people say is give
us the synergies, but take the ‘‘sin’’
out of those synergies. Do not com-
promise our privacy. If one has had
one’s checks in the same bank from the
last 25 years, all of those checks can
now be shared with all the insurance
agents inside of this new financial serv-
ices institution, with all of the brokers
inside of this financial institution,
with the telemarketing affiliates of
this financial services institution to do
a financial profile of one for their mar-
keting purposes. If this financial serv-
ices company creates a joint agree-
ment with another financial services
company, one cannot protect that in-
formation either.

This is all one gets, Madam Speaker,
from one’s new, huge, bank holding
company: Notice. Notice is all one gets.
What is the notice? The notice is one
has no privacy rights. That is the no-
tice. None. Because it interfere with
their ability to make money at the ex-
pense of one’s family’s secrets.

No one should vote for this bill. It is
a fatally flawed bill. We should be able
to deal with this issue simultaneously
with letting the big boys get all they
need. We should take care of what ordi-
nary people need for their families as
well.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, thank goodness we
have an open debate here tonight
where we are able to talk about the
need for privacy rules and regulation,
the most comprehensive ever in the
marketplace.

Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Brightwaters, New
York (Mr. LAZIO), to help explain this a
little bit further, a member of the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services and the Committee on Com-
merce.

Mr. LAZIO. Madam Speaker, let me,
first of all, begin by complimenting the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH), the
chairman of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services; the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE),
the ranking Democratic member; the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY),
chairman of the Subcommittee on Fi-
nance and Hazardous Materiels; and
the gentlewoman from New Jersey
(Mrs. ROUKEMA); and the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY) for their
outstanding leadership in getting this
bill to the floor.

For 25 years, we have been working
on this effort. Today we are on the
verge of making it a reality. For the
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first time in history, we are going to
require a financial institution to actu-
ally have a privacy policy and to put it
in plain English.

Madam Speaker, for years, we have
been hearing about the trend of global
markets. Today globalization is the re-
ality. Geographic borders no longer
block the flow of capital, creating a
whole new world of economic oppor-
tunity. The question is: Are we poised,
are we prepared to take advantage of
this opportunity? Are we willing to em-
brace the future? That is the question
that is posed today. That is what the
Financial Services Modernization Act
is designed to do.

Madam Speaker, rather, this bill will
remove the red tape that threatens to
strangle our financial institutions as
they enter the new global marketplace.

Americans believe deeply in competi-
tion. They trust the free market. Why?
Because, year after year, competition
brings more services, more choice,
lower prices, and more wealth.

Many financial conglomerates are al-
ready responding to their customers’
needs, offering a full menu of financial
products and services. But that does
not mean that, when Glass-Steagall
barriers are torn down, every bank will
be a broker or that every broker will be
an insurer.

Customers will gravitate to the best
managed, lowest price financial serv-
ices provider. This legislation will give
American companies the freedom that
they need to meet this challenge. It
will give the freedom to remain the
world leading financial institution.

Madam Speaker, while I support this
legislation strongly, I must point out
that it falls short in one important
area. It does not provide for a full two-
way street for the securities industry
to engage in banking and so-called
woofie provision. Woofies would have
allowed firms with institutional and
corporate clients to provide those cus-
tomers with a full range of financial
services without any additional risk to
the Federal Deposit Insurance System.
I am disappointed they were cut out of
the conference report at the last sec-
ond.

Nevertheless, Madam Speaker, I
strongly support this bill. It will en-
courage competition in the financial
services industry both here and abroad.
It will spur the creation of new finan-
cial instruments and new markets to
the benefit of consumers and busi-
nesses alike.

With that, I want to urge all of my
colleagues to vote for this bill. Let us
make sure that American banking is
ready for the 21st century.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, this bill
is consumer fraud masquerading as fi-
nancial reform. There is nothing wrong
with modernizing financial institu-
tions. It is nice to see that my col-

leagues are going to try to set up one-
stop shopping services for financial
services. But returning 1999 to 1929 is
not reform in my book.

The proponents says they are making
advances by providing privacy protec-
tions. But the fact is the consumers are
going to be faced with the new
megamerged world. Insurance compa-
nies, banks, and investment companies
are all going to be owned by the same
people.

Supporters brag about consumer pri-
vacy rights that they are protecting,
and they are careful to say that they
are providing protection in the case of
all unaffiliated third parties. That is
true, but big deal.

What they do not tell you is that
they are giving away the privacy store
in terms of all affiliated parties. Be-
cause one is going to have the same
people owning one’s banks, owning
one’s insurance company, owning one’s
stock brokerages. That means they are
going to share one’s banking informa-
tion with every single affiliate, and
they are going to be able to contract
with the telemarketers and spread that
same information around.

Sometimes this House makes me
sick, and this is one of those nights.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker,
may I inquire as to the time remaining
for both sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SESSIONS) has 3 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MOAKLEY) has 111⁄2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS).

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
have spent hours on this bill. I served
on the conference committee. I am the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Domestic and International Mone-
tary Policy of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services.

I have spent hours on this bill, and I
am absolutely surprised that the Mem-
bers of this House can support a bill
that would do what this bill is about to
do to working people and poor people.

We have something called CRA, Com-
munity Reinvestment Act. It is an act
that basically forces the banks to put
something back into the communities
where they get deposits.

Now, there are those who have never
liked CRA. They have winnowed away
at CRA every year. They have tried to
dismantle it. The President did away
with all of the paperwork, because they
said it was too much paperwork. But
that is not enough. They came back
this time with something called ‘‘sun-
shine.’’

Well, what they are doing is they are
intimidating the activists. They are in-
timidating them by making them do
something called disclosure and ac-
countability and reporting. They are
doing it in such a way that they will

discourage them from being activists.
If they get investigated and they fall
short of the expectations, they will not
be able to be involved in this work for
10 years.

They know what they are doing.
They want to get people out of the
business of challenging the banks. This
is a one-man vendetta that took place
on the conference committee.

We should never have negotiated
with them, but the negotiations took
place in the back room, not in public.
Those who say that CRA has not been
weakened are wrong. It has been weak-
ened.

Well, in addition to what has been
done to CRA, the privacy provision
should cause one to hesitate on this
bill. One’s information will be given to
third parties. Do my colleagues know
what they are? They are boiler rooms
where they hire people off the street to
come in and do telemarketing who are
dialing to sell one something.

They are going to have all of one’s
information. They are going to have
one’s bank account. They are going to
have one’s tax returns. They are going
to have everything. Privacy, CRA, fair
housing, and the people got nothing.

I tried to get lifeline banking. I said,
let us have a study on the escalating
fees that banks are charging. I said, let
us do something about surcharging at
ATMs. The consumers got nothing. We
were voted down on every attempt to
do something for consumers. This is
the big boys’ bill. This is the big bank-
ing bill. This is nothing for the people.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK).

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I am sure that those of my
colleagues who have come to the floor
and applauded this bill have tunnel vi-
sion, and their vision is directed to-
ward the large banking institutions.
Because their blindness does not let
them see to the right and left of them,
they do not really see the people that
are being affected by this bill most.

I am opposed to this bill, that this
bill brings in a strong element of dis-
crimination, particularly in fair hous-
ing. Fair housing is an area I have
fought for since the 1960s. We finally
got a bit of fair housing.

Now, they come in and say to these
big conglomerates they are going to let
the insurance companies come in now;
and they can do redlining, and they do
not care, because it is not within the
big prospectus of the bill.

But now it is going to be even harder
for people to get a house. If one cannot
get insurance, I repeat, one cannot get
a house. So what is that other than dis-
crimination?

The CRA language in this bill may
have been worked on to some extent.
But my colleagues were not able to see
the forest through the trees. Then they
limited it, and they thought they were
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expanding it; but they limited it by
protecting the banks.

Now, do not let anybody fool you, the
banks have made a lot of money. They
have gone into these neighborhoods,
and they have been able to help in
those neighborhoods. But what my col-
leagues are doing now is they are let-
ting other players into this ball game.
These other players may or may not
have the kind of outlook on these prob-
lems as banks do.

So they are saying that is okay be-
cause it does not involve us. But it
does involve you in that, if you do not
expand it, you are not going to be able
to capitalize on the gains you have
been made through the community re-
enactment.

Now, I know my colleagues do not
like CRA. I have come from neighbor-
hoods where CRA is sort of like a bad
word, like some kind of plague on us.
But my colleagues must go back to the
fight they are supporting and putting
severe penalties on these groups, make
it hard for them to fill out the paper-
work, do not punish the banks, make it
hard for these poor little community-
based groups to fill them out, then
bang them over the head with some big
propensity for the Federal Government
to come in on it.

You are talking about keeping the
Federal Government off your backs.
You put it on the backs of poor people.
Shame on you.

Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition to the
Conference Report because it weakens the
Community Reinvestment Act when we should
be strengthening and expanding it. Clearly,
there is a need to modernize and update this
nation’s banking and financial services laws.
Nonetheless, because the CRA provisions are
flawed and have gotten worse since leaving
the House, I cannot support this bill.

Madam Speaker, the CRA has brought eco-
nomic development, hope, and opportunity to
low and moderate income communities in
urban and rural areas across the country. The
CRA has been the primary vehicle to expand
access to capital and credit in my District and
in other low income and minority communities
throughout the country.

CRA was created to combat discrimination
by encouraging federally insured financial in-
stitutions to meet the credit needs of the com-
munities they serve. CRA requires federally in-
sured banks to seek business opportunities in
poor areas.

Since its enactment in 1977, financial insti-
tutions have made more than $1 trillion in
loans in low income communities, more than
90% of them in the past seven years. As a re-
sult, neighborhoods have improved as more
residents have been able to buy homes and
more small businesses have succeeded. The
CRA has been an enormous success.

We should be expanding the reach of the
CRA, not restricting it. Unfortunately, the Con-
ference Report moves in the wrong direction
on CRA. It fails to adequately protect and pro-
mote access to capital and credit and fails to
capitalize on our opportunity to expand the
CRA.

While the CRA language in the Conference
Report clearly is an improvement over the lan-
guage in the bill passed by the Senate, the

conference report language in fundamentally
flawed. The conference report eliminates the
requirement that financial holding companies
maintain compliance with the CRA. It limits
CRA oversight of banks and thrifts by severely
reducing the frequency of CRA exams for
most urban and rural banks with assets of
under $250 million. It imposes unnecessary
and highly burdensome reporting requirements
on community groups that are parties to CRA
agreements with banks and imposes severe
penalties on the community groups for non-
compliance.

The bill significantly extends the time be-
tween CRA exams for small banks, allowing
such banks to take full advantage of all of the
new powers under the banking bill even if their
performance in low-income areas declines
dramatically during this period. It also fails to
protect customers of banks owned by insur-
ance companies from illegal discrimination.
Under the bill, insurance companies found
guilty of violating the Fair Housing Act are not
prohibited from affiliating with banks, even
though their insurance agents may become
the salespeople for these new bank affiliates.

Madam Speaker, as we seek to modernize
the financial services industry, we must not
miss this unique opportunity to modernize the
Community Reinvestment Act. We need a bill
that creates a financial system that works for
all Americans. For main street, not just wall
street. For these reasons, I oppose the Con-
ference Report.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. BAKER).

b 2045

Mr. BAKER. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I think some folks have really missed
the boat tonight. If my colleagues do
not want privacy restrictions, then
vote against this bill. The first Federal
privacy statute ever. Who does it apply
to? Banks, insurance agents, securities
companies.

Does it apply to Wal-Mart? Does it
apply to General Motors? Does it apply
to anyone else in the world? No. For
the first time it applies to financial in-
stitutions and financial in nature only.
They cannot sell an individuals’ pri-
vate information, without that individ-
ual’s permission, to a third party.

Some people wanted to go further.
They wanted to really shut it down.
They wanted to make sure credit
unions could not do their work behind
the counter by contracting with third
parties to handle their check-clearing
processes. If my colleagues want to go
further, fine, deal with the credit
unions and small banks of this country
and tell them they cannot do their
business any longer.

I think some people have missed it.
Big bank bill? This bill, for the first
time, provides 15-year fixed rate inter-
est rate loans for small businesses,
rural, and agricultural communities
through small hometown banks. Small
banks shut down Wal-Mart. If my col-
leagues want to make sure Wal-Mart in
your town soon, running the hardware
department, running the tire depart-

ment, running the frozen food depart-
ment, and, yes, running your local
bank, vote against this bill. Because
there is a loophole that has been shut
down that would allow Wal-Mart com-
ing soon to your hometown to run your
bank.

Small bank? Consumer? This bill is
it. I cannot imagine what my col-
leagues are thinking.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the rule and in opposi-
tion, strong opposition, to the bill.

This bill is pro megabank and it is
against consumers. And I would say to
the people listening tonight, Are you
tired of calling banks and getting lost
in the automated phone system, never
locating a breathing human being?
This bill will make it worse.

Are you fed up with rising ATM fees
and service fees that now average over
$200 a year per account holder? This
bill will make it worse.

Are you skeptical about banks that
used to be dedicated to safety and
soundness and savings but are now
switching to pushing stocks and insur-
ance and debt? This bill will make it
worse.

Are you tired of the megafinancial
conglomerates and mergers that have
made your community a branch econ-
omy of financial centers located far
away, whose officers you never know,
who never come to your community?
This bill will make it worse.

Punitive reporting requirements in
this bill are aimed at disabling commu-
nity groups that are the only groups in
this country that hold these institu-
tions accountable for the depositors’
money. It is going to make them a tar-
get of Federal reporting requirements.

So why do community groups oppose
this bill, like the Lutheran Office for
Governmental Affairs, the Fair Hous-
ing Alliance, the National Low-Income
Housing Coalition, the Coalition of
Community Development Financial In-
stitutions, Consumers Union, the Vol-
unteers of America? Sounds like the
folks that live in my neighborhood, my
colleagues.

I would say this is one of the worst-
conceived bills ever to come before this
body, simply because it does not pay
attention to the majority of the Amer-
ican people who have, on average, less
than $2,000 in any financial institution
in this country.

To anyone listening tonight I say,
Put your money in the credit unions.
They are owned by you and they will
take care of you. Vote against this bill.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The Chair must remind
Members that under the rules of the
House, remarks in debate should be di-
rected to the Chair and not to others,
outside the chamber, in the second per-
son.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
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Salt Lake City, Utah (Mr. COOK), a
member of the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

Mr. COOK. I thank my colleague
from Texas for yielding the time, and I
want to say, Madam Speaker, that I
rise in support of this bill and thank
the Committee on Rules, the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and my chair-
man, the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
LEACH), along with my other Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices colleagues for their tireless efforts
to create a rational and balanced struc-
ture to bring our country’s financial
services finally into the 21st century.

I commend the conference committee
for their agreement on the delicate
compromise, ensuring adequate con-
sumer privacy protections and rein-
forcing important CRA provisions. The
enormous benefits to the economy and
consumers of financial services will be
seen for years to come.

This legislation is long overdue and
quite historic. Modernizing the regula-
tion of the U.S. financial services in-
dustry is a landmark opportunity for
this Congress to prove that we are
dedicated to providing individuals and
businesses with lower costs and greater
convenience, ensuring that the U.S. re-
mains the economic global leader.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
support of the rule and final passage.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Madam
Speaker, I rise in support of the rule
and the bill. After 66 years, it is time
for Congress to retire Glass-Steagall.
The markets already have.

Today’s current confused state of fi-
nancial services law is not the result of
any policy decision by Congress, rather
it is the result of chipping away at
Glass-Steagall by unelected regulators
and court decisions.

The legislation before us will bring
order to the law, to reflect the reality
of today’s financial markets. Advances
in technology are presenting financial
companies with new opportunities to
better serve their customers here at
home and to compete for business
around the world. Without congres-
sional action establishing a consistent
legal framework in the United States,
we risk losing international opportuni-
ties to other nations.

While on the whole I believe the
Gramm-Leach-Bliley act promotes
needed legal consistency and makes
United States companies more com-
petitive, it could have been improved
in several areas.

I supported stronger CRA and pri-
vacy provisions than those in the bill
before us; but, overall, I support this
bill and I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY).

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Madam
Speaker, I rise in support of the rule
and the bill.

Many of my colleagues are concerned
that this bill does not enact strong

enough privacy protection for con-
sumers, and I would like to address
some of those concerns. Current law,
today, current law provides no protec-
tion for consumers’ financial privacy.
None. Zero. Zip. A bank under current
law can sell personal financial informa-
tion to whomever they want, whenever
they want, and however they want.
They can even sell a customer’s ac-
count number. There is nothing a cus-
tomer can do.

With the enactment of this legisla-
tion, for the first time ever, companies
will be required to fully disclose how
customer information will be used; and
for the first time ever, companies will
have to allow consumers to say no to
the sharing of personal information
with third parties.

Could we have done better? Abso-
lutely. But this is a step in the right
direction. Today, we have the oppor-
tunity to enact a bill with new privacy
protections.

Madam Speaker, I would also like to
thank the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE),
and the chairman, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) for the wonderful
leadership they have shown, and I urge
support of this rule and the bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. INSLEE).

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, I too
want to compliment the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE) and the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) for
their work on this bill. They both
showed courtesy and professionalism.

But I must speak against this bill,
because the way this bill is written to-
night it is a clear and present danger
to the existing privacy rights of Amer-
ica. This bill is the single greatest
threat to Americans’ basic and funda-
mental privacy interests of any legisla-
tion, considered by any legislative
body in America, ever.

The reason is, and I want my col-
leagues to imagine this, because this is
what is going to happen if this bill be-
comes law. When these mega-affiliates
are allowed to exist, what is going to
happen is our bank accounts, the first
time we happen to get $5,000 cash in
our bank accounts, a computer will
spit that information out to the affili-
ated stock broker who will call us at 7
o’clock at night and try to sell us
hotstock.com stock. And the second
thing that will happen is every single
check we have written is going to go to
the affiliated life insurance company
so they can profile our life-style to de-
cide whether to sell us life insurance.

We are going backwards on privacy.
We are creating a new organism. These
affiliates will threaten our privacy. We
should reject this bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts for yielding me this
time, and I rise to support the rule and
to support this bill.

This is not the best bill that we could
have had. There are many problems
with this bill. But this bill has been
long in coming. And I want to thank
those who fought hard and fought long
for some of the provisions covering the
Community Reinvestment Act provi-
sions.

CRA, the Community Reinvestment
Act, works in my community. The
Tejano Center for Community Con-
cerns was able to build some 15 homes
and build a school for high school drop-
outs. But we have not gone far enough.
I believe we should come back to the
floor of the House and deal with the
sunshine provisions and, yes, I believe
that the reporting provisions dealing
with smaller banks should be addressed
again as well.

I think the President of the United
States needs to join this Congress in
the need for a privacy bill and he
should sign a freestanding privacy bill.
Because, although we have a study
that determines whether or not a con-
sumer’s privacy will be violated, we do
need a freestanding privacy bill to en-
sure that the privacy of Americans will
truly be protected.

But I am pleased that there is no dis-
crimination against those who have
suffered domestic violence if they seek
credit opportunities and I am further
pleased that there is protection for
women who are seeking access to cred-
it sources; and I also am delighted to
see that there is a provision that deals
with defermining whether there is a
malicious securing of the financial
records of consumers thereby violating
a consumer’s privacy. It is not a per-
fect bill, but it is a bill that we should
vote for and create new opportunities
for all Americans.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, will
the Chair inform us of the remaining
time for both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY) has 11⁄2 minutes remaining, and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS) has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Madam Speaker, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Madam Speaker, one
thing about this rule is, it is consistent
with the bill. I will have an oppor-
tunity to speak against the bill short-
ly, but the rule itself is totally con-
sistent with the bill. The rule is unfair
as the bill is unfair.

We have 1 hour to debate the most
comprehensive change in financial
services legislation in the Nation in
the last 65 years. This is one of the
most important bills to come before
this Congress in decades, and we are
going to spend 1 hour this evening de-
bating here on the floor of the House of
Representatives.
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And that 1 hour is divided thusly:

two-thirds of that hour go to the peo-
ple who are for the bill; only one-third
of the hour goes to the people who are
opposed to it. That is wholly consistent
with the objectivity and fairness con-
tained within the bill itself.

This is a farce, it is a mistake, it is
a day that we will rue. We are con-
structing here an apparatus that will
come back and bite us severely.

b 2100
This country will suffer from it. Un-

told millions of our citizens will suffer
from the contents of this bill. We will
look back on the way we debated it,
the short shrift we gave to the consid-
eration of all the momentous con-
sequences of this bill and the unfair-
ness with which we allocated the time
and we will regret it. We will regret it,
the public policy point of view and po-
litically. This is a big, serious mistake.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Henderson, Tennessee (Mr. BRYANT).

Mr. BRYANT. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding me the time.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of this rule and S. 900, which
passed the other body today by a vote
of 90–8.

Although this legislation addresses
the needs of the financial community,
consumers are the big winners. If we
pass this conference report, consumers
will be able to open a checking ac-
count, secure a retirement plan, pur-
chase an insurance policy, and make
investments all with one company
without having to go to several dif-
ferent financial services companies.

Our rural communities will benefit
from the provisions to reform the Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank. This provision
gives small banks greater access to
funds for making loans to small busi-
nesses and small farmers while estab-
lishing an improved capital structure
for the system.

I urge my colleagues to join together
to vote for this bill and this conference
report to move the financial services
industry forward and give our con-
sumers the choices they need in to-
day’s world.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on H. Res. 355.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I urge support of
this fair rule for the hard work that
has taken place during this year of the
106th Congress.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 335, noes 79,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 569]

AYES—335

Aderholt
Allen
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Doggett

Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.

Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Moakley
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett

Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner

Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Terry

Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—79

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Blagojevich
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Capuano
Carson
Clay
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
Delahunt
Dingell
Dixon
Edwards
Evans
Farr
Fattah

Filner
Gejdenson
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hinchey
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kucinich
Lantos
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Luther
Markey
McDermott
McKinney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George

Mink
Oberstar
Obey
Owens
Payne
Pelosi
Phelps
Rivers
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanchez
Sanders
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Slaughter
Taylor (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Udall (NM)
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Woolsey
Wu

NOT VOTING—20

Bereuter
Crane
Dickey
Frank (MA)
Gephardt
Kanjorski
Kennedy

Larson
McInnis
Mollohan
Norwood
Paul
Rogan
Salmon

Scarborough
Shuster
Stark
Stearns
Taylor (NC)
Udall (CO)

b 2125

Mr. GEJDENSON and Mr. FATTAH
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. HILLIARD changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

b 2130

Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 355, I call up
the conference report to accompany
the Senate bill (S. 900) to enhance com-
petition in the financial services indus-
try by providing a prudential frame-
work for the affiliation of banks, secu-
rities firms, insurance companies, and
for other financial service providers,
and for other purposes.
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The Clerk read the title of the Senate

bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.

EMERSON). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 355, the conference report is con-
sidered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
Tuesday, November 2, 1999, at page
H11255.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE) each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

Mr. DINGELL. I rise to inquire,
Madam Speaker, if my good friend, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) or the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. VENTO), who is claiming
time in opposition to the bill is in fact
opposed to the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) in favor of the conference re-
port?

Mr. LAFALCE. I am strongly in favor
of the conference report.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. For that
reason, pursuant to clause 8(d)(2) of
rule XXII, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LEACH), the gentleman from New
York (Mr. LAFALCE), and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
each will control 20 minutes.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I
rise to claim time in opposition to the
legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) for 20
minutes as part of the debate.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH).

Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to divide the time
that I have been authorized in half and
share it with the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BLILEY), the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Com-
merce.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.
(Mr. LEACH asked and was given per-

mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, yes, this is a his-
toric day. If the House follows the Sen-
ate lead where on a 90 to 8 vote this
conference report was adopted earlier
today, the landscape for delivery of fi-
nancial services will shift. American
commerce will be made more competi-
tive, and the American consumer will
be better served.

Under current law, financial institu-
tions, banks, insurance companies, se-
curities firms, are constrained in mar-
ket niches. Under the new legislative
framework, each industry will be al-
lowed to compete head to head with a
complete range of products and serv-
ices.

Over the decades, modernization ap-
proaches have been offered many times

in many ways. The particular approach
taken by the committees of jurisdic-
tion is one based upon the following
premises: 1, that no parts of America,
whether an inner city or rural hamlet,
should be denied access to credit; 2,
that in a free market economy, expand-
ing competition and finance should in-
crease consumer access to a wider vari-
ety of products at the most affordable
prices; 3, that while competition should
be opened up in finance, the American
model of separating commerce from
banking should be maintained; 4, the
privacy protections of American con-
sumers should be expanded in unprece-
dented ways; 5, that the public protec-
tions contained in the prudential regu-
latory regime should be rationalized
and made stronger; 6, that the inter-
national competitiveness of American
firms should be bolstered.

These are the premises and the ef-
fects of this legislation. If there is an
institutional tilt to the balanced ap-
proach taken in this bill, it is to and
for smaller institutions. In a David and
Goliath competitive world, this legisla-
tion is the community bankers’ and
independent insurance agents’ sling-
shot. They and the customers they
serve will be empowered to a greater
extent than under the status quo or
any alternative modernization ap-
proach.

Madam Speaker, I would simply con-
clude by expressing gratitude to all the
participants in this process, particu-
larly my friends, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE) and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO),
their Senate counterpart, PAUL SAR-
BANES; the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. BLILEY) and the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. OXLEY) for their leadership
in the Committee on Commerce, and
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL) and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY) for their con-
structive dissent.

In the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, I am particularly
grateful for the patience of so many
Members, but I am obligated to cite in
particular the wisdom and choice coun-
sel of the vice chairman, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM),
and an exceptionally strong team of
advice the gentleman from Louisiana
(Chairman BAKER), the gentlewoman
from New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA), the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. BACH-
US), the gentlemen from New York (Mr.
LAZIO and Mr. KING). To them I express
great personal gratitude for help, and
profound apologies where I have dif-
fered or could not help them.

As only Members understand, Con-
gress has many dimensions, and this
bill would not have been made possible
without the input of a thoroughly pro-
fessional staff. At the risk of oversight,
let me thank on behalf of the House
Tony Cole, Gary Parker, Laurie Schaf-
fer, Jim Clinger, John Butler, John
Land, Natalie Nguyen, Alison Watson,
David Cavicke, Jeanne Roslanowick,
and our counsels at the Legislative

Counsel’s office Jim Wert and Steve
Cope.

I would also like to express apprecia-
tion for the contributions of Virgil
Mattingly of the Federal Reserve, Har-
vey Goldschmidt of the SEC, Undersec-
retary Gensler of the Treasury, Jerry
Hawke, our comptroller, and Donna
Tanoue, chair of the FDIC.

Let me also make a comment about
process. This bill has been led in the
Senate by an extraordinarily strong
chairman, PHIL GRAMM of Texas. While
the House approach has differed some-
what with that of the Senate, the big
picture is that the Senate acted deci-
sively in a timely manner in legisla-
tion, the framework for which has been
close to and is now identical with that
offered this evening to the House. Each
side has moved to the other, and the
end product is overwhelmingly in the
public interest.

It has been my view from the begin-
ning of consideration of financial re-
form several Congresses back that few
legislative efforts require more bipar-
tisan and biinstitutional cooperation
than this one. The need for a coopera-
tive approach has become more self-
evident as issues of the day have be-
come more personalized and partisan.

In this light, I would like to thank
the minority as well as the majority
leadership of the House, Secretary
Summers as well as Chairman Green-
span and Chairman Levitt, for their
profound contributions to this legisla-
tion. It is truly bipartisan, supported
by the executive branch and the Fed-
eral Reserve.

Madam Speaker, the legislation before the
House is historic win-win-win legislation, up-
dating America’s financial services system for
the 21st Century.

It’s a win for consumers who will benefit
from more convenient and less expensive fi-
nancial services, from major consumer protec-
tion provisions and from the strongest privacy
protections ever considered by the Congress.

It’s a win for the American economy by
modernizing the financial services industry and
saving an estimated $18 billion annually in un-
necessary costs.

And, it’s a win for America’s competitive po-
sition internationally by allowing U.S. compa-
nies to compete more effectively for business
around the world and create more financial
services jobs for Americans.

It would be an understatement to say that
this has not been an easy, nor a quickly-pro-
duced piece of legislation to bring before the
House.

For many of the 66 years since the Con-
gress enacted the Glass-Steagall Act in 1933
to separate commercial banking from invest-
ment banking, there have been proposals to
repeal the act. The Senate has thrice passed
repeal legislation and last year the House ap-
proved the 105th Congress version of H.R. 10.

The bill before us today is the result of
months and months of tough negotiation and
compromise: among different congressional
committees, different political parties, different
industrial groupings and different regulators.
No single individual or group got all—or even
most—of what it wanted. Equity and the public
interest have prevailed.
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It should be remembered that while the

work of Congress inevitably involves adjudi-
cating regulatory turf battles or refereeing in-
dustrial groups fighting for their piece of the
pie, the principal work of Congress is the work
of the people—to ensure that citizens have ac-
cess to the widest range of products at the
lowest possible price; that taxpayers are not
put at risk; that large institutions are able to
compete against their larger international ri-
vals; and that small institutions can compete
effectively against big ones.

We address this legislation in the shadow of
major, ongoing changes in the financial serv-
ices sector, largely the result of technological
innovations and decisions by the courts and
regulators, who have stepped forward in place
of Congress. Many of us have concern about
certain trends in finance. Whether one likes or
dislikes what is happening in the marketplace,
the key is to ensure that there is fair competi-
tion among industry groups and protection for
consumers. In this regard, this bill provides for
functional regulation with state and federal
bank regulators overseeing banking activities,
state and federal securities regulators gov-
erning securities activities and the state insur-
ance commissioners looking over the oper-
ations of insurance companies and sales.

The benefits to consumers in this bill cannot
be stressed more. First, they will gain in im-
proved convenience. This bill allows for one-
stop shopping for financial services with bank-
ing, insurance and securities activities being
available under one roof.

Second, consumers will benefit from in-
creased competition and the price advantages
that competition produces.

Third, there are increased protections on in-
surance and securities sales and a required
disclosure on ATM machines and screens of
bank fees.

Fourth, the Federal Home Loan Bank reform
provisions expand the availability of credit to
farmers and small businesses.

Fifth, the bill also contains important con-
sumer privacy protections.

Among other things, the bill:
1. Bars financial institutions—including

banks, savings and loans, credit unions, secu-
rities firms and insurance companies—from
disclosing customer account numbers or ac-
cess codes to unaffiliated third parties for tele-
marketing or other direct marketing purposes.

2. Enables customers of financial institu-
tions, for the first time, to ‘‘opt out’’ of having
their personal financial information shared with
unaffiliated third parties, subject to certain ex-
ceptions related largely to the processing of
customer transactions. A financial institution
would be permitted to share information with
an unaffiliated third party to perform services
or functions on behalf of the financial institu-
tion and to enter into certain joint marketing
arrangements for financial products or serv-
ices, as long as the institution fully discloses
such activity to its customers and enters into
a contractual agreement requiring the third
party to maintain the confidentiality of any
such information.

3. Requires all financial institutions to dis-
close annually to all customers, in clear and
conspicuous terms, its policies and procedures
for protecting customers’ nonpublic personal
information, including its policies and practices
regarding the disclosure of information to both
non-affiliated third parties and affiliated enti-
ties.

4. Directs relevant Federal and State regu-
lators to establish comprehensive standards
for ensuring the security and confidentiality of
consumers’ personal information maintained
by financial institutions, and to protect against
unauthorized access to or use of such infor-
mation.

5. Accords supremacy to State laws that
give consumers greater privacy protections
than the provisions in the Act.

6. Makes it a federal crime, punishable by
up to five years in prison, to obtain or attempt
to obtain private customer financial information
through fraudulent or deceptive means. Such
means could include misrepresenting the iden-
tity of the person requesting the information or
otherwise tricking an institution or customer
into making unwitting disclosures of such infor-
mation.

In terms of enforcement, the Act subjects fi-
nancial institutions that violate the new con-
sumer privacy protections to a wide range of
possible sanctions, including: Termination of
FDIC insurance; implementation of Cease and
Desist Orders barring policies or practices
deemed violations of the Act’s privacy provi-
sions; removal of institution-affiliated parties,
including bank directors and officers, from
their positions, and permanent exclusion of
such parties from further employment in the
banking industry; and civil money penalties of
up to $1,000,000 for an individual or the lesser
of $1,000,000 or 1% of the total assets of the
financial institution.

The other major beneficiaries of this legisla-
tion are America’s small community financial
institutions. In this regard, I’d like to empha-
size the philosophic underpinnings of this leg-
islation. Americans have long held concerns
about bigness in the economy. As we have
seen in other countries, concentration of eco-
nomic power does not automatically lead to in-
creased competition, innovation or customer
service.

But the solution to the problem of con-
centration of economic power is to empower
our smaller financial institutions to compete
against large institutions, combining the new
powers granted in this legislation with their
personal service and local knowledge in order
to maintain and increase their market share.

For many communities, retaining their local,
independent bank depends upon granting that
bank the power to compete against mega-gi-
ants which are being formed under the current
regulatory and legal framework.

The conference report provides community
banks with the tools to compete, not only
against large mega-banks but also against
new technologies such as Internet banking.
Banks which stick with offering the same old
accounts and services in the same old ways
will find their viability threatened. Those that
innovate and adapt under the provisions of
this bill will be extraordinarily well positioned to
grow and serve their customer base.

Large financial institutions can already offer
a variety of services. But community banks
are usually not large enough to utilize legal
loopholes like Section 20 affiliates or the cre-
ation of a unitary thrift holding company to
which large financial institutions—commercial
as well as financial—have turned.

One of the most controversial provisions
prohibits commercial entities from establishing
thrifts in the future and allows for those com-
mercially owned thrifts currently in existence to
be sold only within the financial community,
the same rules which apply to banks.

The reason this restriction on commerce
and banking is being expanded is several fold.
First, savings associations that once were ex-
clusively devoted to providing housing loans,
have become more like banks, devoting more
of their assets to consumer and commercial
loans. Hence, the appropriateness for com-
parability between the commercial bank and
thrift charter is self-evident.

Second, this provision must be viewed in
light of the history of past legislative efforts af-
fecting the banking and thrift industries. The
S&L industry has tapped the U.S Treasury for
$140 billion to clean up the 1980s S&L crisis.
In 1996, savings associations received a multi-
billion dollar tax break to facilitate their conver-
sion to a bank charter. Also, in 1996, the
S&Ls tapped the banking industry for $6 to $7
billion to help pay over the next 30 years for
their FICO obligations, that part or the S&L
bailout costs that remained with the thrift in-
dustry.

During this time period, Congress has liber-
alized the qualified thrift lender test and the re-
strictions on the Federal savings association
charter. These legislative changes are in addi-
tion to the numerous advantages that the in-
dustry has historically enjoyed, such as the
broad preemption rights over state laws and
more liberal branching laws.

The conference report continues the Con-
gressional grant of benefits to the thrift indus-
try by repealing the SAIF special reserve, pro-
viding voluntary membership by Federal sav-
ings associations in the Federal Home Loan
Bank System, allowing state thrifts to keep the
term ‘‘Federal’’ in their names, and allowing
mutual S&L holding companies to engage in
the same activities as stock S&L holding com-
panies.

Opponents of this provision correctly argue
that commercial companies that have acquired
thrifts (so-called unitary thrift holding compa-
nies) before and after the S&L debacles of the
1980s have not, for the most part, caused tax-
payer losses. However, the Federal deposit in-
surance fund that was bailed out by the tax-
payers covered the entire thrift industry includ-
ing the unitary thrift holding companies, and
the $6 to $7 billion of thrift industry liabilities
that were transferred to the commercial bank-
ing industry benefited unitaries as well as
other S&Ls. The transfer was made with the
understanding that sharing liabilities would be
matched by ending special provisions for the
S&L industry and that comparable regulation
would ensue.

The bill benefits smaller, community banks
and the customers they serve in the following
additional ways:

1. Federal Home Loan Bank System re-
forms. The FHLB charter is broadened to
allow community banks to borrow for small
business and family farm lending. The implica-
tions of this FHL 8 mission expansion are ex-
traordinary. In rural areas, it allows, for the
first time, community banks to have access to
long-term capital comparable to the Farm
Credit System, which like the Federal Home
Loan Bank System is empowered as a Gov-
ernment Sponsored Enterprise to tap national
credit markets at near Treasury rates. The bill
thus creates greater competitive equity be-
tween community banks and the Farm Credit
System and greater credit cost savings for
farmers. With regard to the small business
provision, the same principle applies. If larger
financial institutions choose to emphasize rela-
tionships with larger corporate and individual
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customers, the ability of community banks to
pledge small business loans as collateral for
FHLB System advances will allow them to
serve comprehensively a small business and
middle class family market niche. Most impor-
tantly, if the present trend continues of Amer-
ican savers putting less money in banks and
more in non-insured deposit accounts, such as
money-market mutual funds, this FHLB reform
assures community banks the liquidity—at
competitive costs—they will need for genera-
tions to come.

2. Additional Powers. In recent years, so-
phisticated money-center banks have devel-
oped powers, under Federal Reserve and
OCC rulings, that have allowed them to offer
products which community banks in many
states are frequently precluded from offering.
This bill allows community banks all the pow-
ers as a matter of right that larger institutions
have accumulated on an ad hoc basis. In ad-
dition, community banks for the first time are
authorized to underwrite municipal revenue
bonds.

3. Regulatory relief. The legislation provides
modest regulatory relief for banks with assets
under $250 million. Those with an ‘‘out-
standing’’ Community Reinvestment Act rating
will be examined for compliance only every
five years, while those with a ‘‘satisfactory’’
rating will be reviewed every four years.

4. Special provisions. For a bill of this mag-
nitude, there are surprisingly few special inter-
est provisions. The Congress held the line to
assure that breaches of imprudent regulation
were not provided to specific institutions,
therefore protecting the deposit insurance
fund, to which community banks disproportion-
ately provide resources, and the public, which
is the last contingency backup.

5. Prohibition on deposit production offices.
The legislation expands the prohibition on de-
posit production offices contained in the
Reigle-Neal Interstate bill to include all
branches of an out-of-state bank holding com-
pany. This prohibition ensures that large multi-
state bank holding companies do not take de-
posits from communities without making loans
within them.

6. Competition. The powers under the Act
will provide community banks a credible basis
to compete with financial institutions of any
size or any specialty and, in addition, to offer,
in similar ways, services that new entrants into
financial markets, such as Internet or com-
puter software companies, may originate.

In a competitive world in which consolidation
has been the hallmark of the past decade, the
framework of this bill assures that community
banks have the tools to remain competitive. If
larger institutional arrangements ever become
consumer-unfriendly or geographically-con-
centrated in their product offerings, the powers
reserved for community banks will ensure their
competitive viability and, where needed,
incentivize the establishment of new commu-
nity-based institutions.

What the new flexibility provided community
banks means is that consumers and small
businesses in the most rural parts of America
will be provided access to the most up-to-date,
sophisticated financial products in the world,
delivered by people they know and trust. With-
out financial modernization legislation, the
trend towards commerce and banking, as well
as more faceless interstate banking, will be
unstoppable. Community based institutions
need to be able to compete with larger institu-

tions on equal terms or growth and economic
stability in rural America will be jeopardized.

Several other sections of the legislation also
deserve comment:

COMPLEMENTARY ACTIVITIES

The Act permits the Federal Reserve Board
to allow financial holding companies to engage
in activities that, while not financial in nature
or incidental to financial activities, are com-
plementary to financial activities. The Act pro-
vides that this authority be exercised on a
case-by-case basis under the application pro-
cedure currently applicable under the Bank
Holding Company Act to nonbanking pro-
posals by bank holding companies. This pro-
cedure requires the Board to consider whether
the public benefits of allowing the financial
holding company to conduct the proposed
complementary activity outweigh potential ad-
verse effects. This would require the Board to
consider whether the proposal is consistent
with the purposes of the Bank Holding Com-
pany Act. It is expected that complementary
activities would not be significant relative to
the overall financial activities of the organiza-
tion.

FOREIGN BANKS

For foreign banks that wish to be treated as
financial holding companies, Section 103 re-
quires that the Federal Reserve Board estab-
lish capital and management standards com-
parable to those required for U.S. organiza-
tions, giving due regard to national treatment
and equality of competitive opportunity. The
purpose of the provision is to ensure that for-
eign banks continue to be provided national
treatment, receiving neither advantages nor
disadvantages as compared with U.S. organi-
zations. Accordingly, foreign banks that meet
comparable standards are entitled to the full
benefits of the Act.

The Act eliminates the application process
for financial holding companies that meet the
new criteria relating to capital and manage-
ment. This is an important provision; it en-
hances efficiency and reduces regulatory bur-
den but it also has certain consequences. One
is that the Federal Reserve Board no longer
has an application process through which to
determine adherence by foreign banks to cap-
ital and management standards. Foreign
banks operate in different home country regu-
latory environments, with differing accounting
and reporting standards. In the past, the
Board has used the applications process to
assess the capital levels of individual banks
seeking to expand their operations in the
United States to ensure the equivalency of
their capital to that required to U.S. banking
organizations. Section 103 is intended to give
the Board the ability to set comparable stand-
ards and establish a process for determining a
foreign bank’s adherence to those standards
before the bank may take advantage of the
Act’s provisions. Such a determination could
be accomplished in a pre-clearance evaluation
conducted in connection with the foreign
bank’s certification to be treated as a financial
holding company and thereby attain the bene-
fits of the new powers.

MERCHANT BANKING

One important provision of the Act is that it
would authorize financial holding companies to
engage in merchant banking activities but sub-
ject to a number of prudential limitations. For
example, the Act would permit a financial
holding company to engage in merchant bank-

ing only if the company has a securities affil-
iate, or a registered investment adviser that
performs these functions for an affiliate insur-
ance company. In addition, the Act allows a fi-
nancial holdings company to retain a merchant
banking investment for a period of time to en-
able the sale or disposition on a reasonable
basis and generally prohibits the company
from routinely managing or operating a non-
financial company held as a merchant banking
investment.

Importantly, the Act also gives the Federal
Reserve and the Treasury the authority to
jointly develop implementing regulations on
merchant banking activities that they deem ap-
propriate to further the purposes and prevent
evasions of the Act and the Bank Holding
Company Act. Under the authority, the Federal
Reserve and Treasury may define relevant
terms and impose such limitations as they
deem appropriate to ensure that this new au-
thority does not foster conflicts of interest or
undermine the safety and soundness of de-
pository institutions or the Act’s general prohi-
bitions on the mixing of banking and com-
merce.

SECURITIES ACTIVITIES OF FINANCIAL HOLDING
COMPANIES

Currently, bank holding companies are gen-
erally prohibited from acquiring more than five
percent of the voting stock or any company
that conducts activities that are not closely re-
lated to banking. I would like to make clear
that by permitting financial holding companies
to engage in underwriting, dealing and market
making. Congress intends that the five-percent
limitation no longer applies to bona fide securi-
ties underwriting, dealing and market-making
activities. In addition, voting securities held by
a securities affiliate of a financial holding com-
pany in any underwriting, dealing or market-
making capacity would not need to be aggre-
gated with any shares that may be held by
other affiliates of the financial holding com-
pany. This is necessary to allow bank-affiliated
securities firms to conduct securities activities
in the same manner and to the same extent
as their nonbank affiliated competitors, which
is one of the principal objectives of this legisla-
tion. I would also like to make clear that the
elimination of the five-percent restriction is in-
tended to apply to bona fide securities under-
writing, dealing and market-making activities
and not to permit financial holding companies
and their affiliates to control non-financial firms
in ways that are otherwise impermissible
under this Act.

EFFECTIVE DATE FOR ENGAGING IN NEW ACTIVITIES

New Section 4(k)(4) of the Bank Holding
Company Act, as added by Section 103 of the
bill, explicitly authorizes bank holding compa-
nies that file the necessary certifications to en-
gage in a laundry list of financial activities.
These activities are permissible upon the ef-
fective date of the Act without further action by
the regulators. However, refinements in rule-
making may be necessary and desirable going
forward. For example, the Federal Reserve
Board and the Treasury Department are spe-
cifically authorized to jointly issue rules on
merchant banking activities. If the regulators
determine that any such rulemaking is nec-
essary, they should act expeditiously.

In closing, while the financial modernization
legislation provides for increased competition
in the delivery of financial products, it repudi-
ates the Japanese industrial model and fore-
stalls trends toward mixing commerce and
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banking. The signal breach of banking and
commerce that exists in current law is
plugged, which has the effect of both stopping
the potential ‘‘keiretzuing’’ of the American
economy and protecting the viability, and
therefore the value, of community bank char-
ters. At many stages in consideration of bank
modernization legislation, powerful interest
groups attempted to introduce legislative lan-
guage which would have allowed large banks
to merge with large industrial concerns—i.e.,
to provide that Chase could merge with Gen-
eral Motors or Bank of America with Amoco.
Instead, this bill precludes this prospect and,
indeed, blocks America’s largest retail com-
pany from owning a federally insured institu-
tion, for which an application is pending.

To summarize, tonight this Congress will
pass a bank modernization bill true to Amer-
ica’s fundamental economic values: excessive
conglomeration is deterred, consumer protec-
tions are enhanced, consumer choices are ex-
panded, privacy protections are created for the
first time under federal law, and the safety and
soundness of the nation’s financial system are
maintained.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

(Mr. LAFALCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
rise in strong support of the conference
report on S. 900 and H.R. 10.

Before I begin, let me simply say
that I would like to associate myself
with each and every remark of the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). He
gave thanks to a great many individ-
uals. I want to especially join him in
giving thanks to those same individ-
uals.

There are a few other individuals,
though, that I should mention, and
that is, the fine staff, not only Jeanne
Roslanowick but Tricia Haisten and
Dean Sagar and Jaime Lizarraga,
Patty Lord, Kirsten Johnson-Obey, and
the fine Senate staff of Senator SAR-
BANES, most especially Steve Harris
and Marty Gruenberg and Patience
Singleton.

Also, I want to single out, this has
been a bipartisan effort from within
the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services. The gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. LEACH) the gentlewoman
from New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA), the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
VENTO), myself, we would not have got-
ten here unless, when I was working
with the administration and intro-
ducing a bill to the administration,
who said they could support H.R. 665,
two Republicans had not joined with
me immediately in support of the ad-
ministration’s effort. That is the chair-
man of the Committee on Rules, the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER) and the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Capital Markets, Securi-
ties and Government Sponsored Enter-
prises, the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. BAKER). They helped make this
truly a bipartisan product.

Let us not kid ourselves, a lot of spin
is being put on what has gone on. But
this is largely the House product that
we are witnessing today in the con-
ference report, because the conference
report, like the initial House bill,
strengthens the national bank charter,
contains strong CRA and privacy provi-
sions, and that is why the administra-
tion is able to strongly endorse and
support this bill.

Like the House product, the con-
ference report before us ensures that
banks have a choice of corporate gov-
ernance. For the first time, we prohibit
a depository institution from engaging
in nonbank activities unless it has and
maintains on an ongoing basis at least
a satisfactory CRA rating. The Senate
bill had no such provision. The Senate
bill had no such provision with respect
to corporate choice.

We include the strong privacy provi-
sions that passed this House 427 to 1,
except we strengthen those provisions
by expanding the disclosure require-
ments and ensuring that stronger
State privacy laws are protected. The
Senate bill had no privacy provisions.
The House bill that passed the previous
Congress, with a number of those indi-
viduals dissenting from today’s bill,
they voted for the last Congress’ bill
with no privacy protections whatso-
ever.

The conference report before us does
not contain a small bank exemption
from CRA at all. The Senate bill did.
We got them to cave on that.

I could go on and on and on, but my
time has expired. Later, Madam Speak-
er, I would like to engage in a colloquy
with the gentleman.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on this measure.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.
Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I

rise in strong opposition to this bill. It
recognizes technological and regu-
latory changes that have blurred the
lines between industries and products.
However, it fails to recognize that
human nature has not changed.

It also fails to recognize something
else. The technology that has changed
has made it much easier to take money
from the innocent and from the
unsuspecting. It relaxes protection for
investors, taxpayers, depositors, and
consumers.

Let us talk about what is wrong with
the legislation. First, it facilitates af-
filiations between banks, brokerages,
and insurance companies, and facili-
tates the creation of institutions too
big to fail.

It does not reform deposit insurance
or antitrust implementation and en-
forcement. Woe to the American people
when they have to pick up the tag for
one of the failures that is going to
occur when competition disappears and
prices shoot up and misbehavior or un-
wise behavior takes place.

It also authorizes banks’ direct oper-
ating subsidiaries to engage in risky
new principle activities, like securities
underwriting, and in 5 years, merchant
banking. The flimsy limitations and
firewalls here will not hold back the
contagion and misfortune that follows
the foolishness in not reforming de-
posit insurance, thus creating enor-
mous risk to taxpayers and depositors.

Second, the privacy provisions in S.
900 are at best a sham. The gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and
other colleagues will set forth at
length the points that need to be made
on this matter. I associate myself with
their remarks.

It should be noted, as a third point,
that this bill undermines the Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act. Many of my
colleagues will speak to this point
more eloquently than I. I wish to asso-
ciate myself with their remarks.

Fourth, it undermines the separation
of banking and commerce. Title IV
closes the unitary thrift loophole by
barring future ownership of thrifts by
commercial concerns, but some 800
firms are grandfathered and can engage
in any commercial activity, even if
they are not so engaged on the grand-
father date.

Moreover, Title I allows new finan-
cial holding companies, which incor-
porate commercial banks, to engage in
any complementary activities to finan-
cial activities determined by the Fed-
eral Reserve. Any S&L holding com-
pany, whether or not grandfathered,
can engage in activities determined to
be complementary for financial holding
companies.

S. 900 clearly ignores the warning
that Secretary Rubin gave to Congress
in May: ‘‘We have serious concerns
about mixing banking and commercial
activities under any circumstances,
and these concerns are heightened as
we reflect on the financial crisis that
has affected so many countries around
the world for the past 2 years.’’

Fifth, the conference agreement
would let banks evaluate and process
health and other insurance claims
without having to comply with State
consumer protections. This means
banks, of all people, will make impor-
tant medical benefit decisions that pa-
tients and doctors should make.

According to the National Associa-
tion of Insurance Commissioners, S. 900
would prevent up to 1,781 State insur-
ance protection laws and regulations
from being applied to banks that con-
duct insurance activities.

Sixth, it contains provisions with re-
gard to the redomestication of mutual
insurers that will have a devastating
effect upon State regulation and upon
the investors and insurance customers.
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Madam Speaker, I include for the

RECORD the following documents:
NATIONAL COMMUNITY
REINVESTMENT COALITION,

November 1, 1999.
DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: On behalf of

our 700 member community organizations,
the National Community Reinvestment Coa-
lition (NCRC) urges you to vote against the
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Financial Services
Modernization Act of 1999. NCRC believes the
Gramm-Leach-Bliley bill will undermine
progress in neighborhood revitalization by
chipping away at major provisions of CRA
(Community Reinvestment Act). It also
misses a vital opportunity to greatly expand
access to credit and capital to America’s
working class and minority communities by
modernizing CRA as Congress modernizes
the financial services industry.

During the 1990’s, a strengthened Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act (CRA) has played a
major role in increasing access to loans and
investments for working class and minority
communities. Federal Reserve Governor Ed-
ward Gramlich recently estimated that CRA-
related home, small business, and economic
development loans total $117 billion annu-
ally.

Contrary to what is being said, this bill
will have a negative impact on CRA and the
considerable progress of lending to low- and
moderate-income communities made by our
nation. By stretching out small bank CRA
exams to five years for an ‘‘Outstanding’’
rating and four years for a ‘‘Satisfactory’’
rating, this bill will reduce the effectiveness
of CRA as a tool in rural and small town
America. Small banks (under $250 million in
assets) will become adept at gaming the CRA
process. They will relax their CRA lending in
underserved communities for three or four
years, and then hustle to make loans the last
year before a ‘‘twice in a decade’’ CRA exam.
The current practice of CRA exams occur-
ring once every two years keeps small banks
on their toes since they know that the next
exam is just around the corner.

In addition, NCRC objects to the so-called
‘‘sunshine’’ provision of this legislation.
While no one can argue with the concept of
sunshine, the provisions in this bill provide
no real sunshine and are aimed instead at
chilling the First Amendment rights of advo-
cates. By requiring special reporting require-
ments only of those groups which comment
on applications and the CRA records of
banks, this bill provides a disincentive for
community groups to particpate in the CRA
process. Additionally this bill prevents bank-
ing agencies from monitoring the level of
loans and investments made under CRA
agreements during CRA exams and merger
applications. These provisions are bad public
policy designed solely to restrict the ability
of communities to demand accountability
and continue reinvestment from their finan-
cial institutions.

NCRC understands the symbolic impor-
tance of the ‘‘have and maintain’’ CRA rat-
ing clause in this bill. We believe that the re-
quirement that financial holding companies
have at least a ‘‘Satisfactory’’ CRA rating in
order to merge or engage in new non-banking
financial activities is useful because it will
give the industry even more incentive to
avoid failing CRA ratings. On a practical
level, however, this so-called ‘‘extension of
CRA’’ is largely illusory. By not requiring
applications and public comment periods
when financial holding companies merge or
engage in the new insurance, securities, and
other non-banking activities, this bill elimi-
nates the most effective tool communities
have to insure the accountability of finan-
cial holding companies to their community.

We also hasten to point out that the ‘‘have
and maintain’’ provision is unlikely to have

any practical effect. Due to the bank regu-
lators’ rampant grade inflation, none of the
largest holding companies that would most
likely be affected by this clause have any de-
pository institutions with a less than Satis-
factory CRA rating. Satisfactory CRA rat-
ings have become so automatic that recently
the OCC granted a ‘‘Satisfactory’’ rating to a
Mississippi institution and the Federal re-
serve approved a major merger of that insti-
tution at the same time that the Depart-
ment of Justice was in the process of finding
that the bank was in violation of the na-
tion’s fair lending laws.

Meanwhile, the most important issues con-
fronting the continued progress of reinvest-
ment are not addressed by this legislation.
Because of the current link of CRA to deposi-
tory institutions, some holding companies
whose depository institutions are covered by
CRA are simultaneously engaging in preda-
tory, subprime lending through affiliates not
covered by CRA. Other non-depository affili-
ates that will be making considerable num-
ber of loans will simply overlook low- and
moderate-income communities. The finan-
cial modernization bill misses an important
opportunity to extend CRA and fair lending
laws to non-depository affiliates of holding
companies that make significant amounts of
loans.

The explosion of internet banking is mud-
dling the significance of what are called
‘‘service areas’’ in the Community Reinvest-
ment Act. A large institution which takes
deposits and makes loans throughout the na-
tion can nonetheless restrict its ‘‘service
area’’ to one small locale if it operates with-
out the traditional bricks and mortar branch
structure. These and other fundamental
issues relating to the updating and modern-
izing of CRA should have been dealt with in
a financial modernization bill and were not.

Finally, we want to be sure that you are
clearly aware that the vast majority of com-
munity groups do not support this bill de-
spite claims to the contrary. While we know
of one high profile group that has endorsed
this bill, we are unaware of any others. Al-
most all of our members, who represent the
heart of the community reinvestment indus-
try in this country, have been expressing
their profound disappointment in this legis-
lation.

Millions of low- and moderate-income and
minority individuals and families have be-
come homeowners and small business owners
because of a strong Community Reinvest-
ment Act. We urge you to vote against this
bill because of its failure to adequately up-
date and protect CRA. Attached please find a
list of NCRC’s 700 community organization
and local public agency members organized
by state.

Sincerely,
JOHN TAYLOR,

President and CEO.

NATIONAL COMMUNITY
REINVESTMENT COALITION,

October 29, 1999.
Hon. WILLIAM JEFFERSON CLINTON,
President of the United States of America,
The White House, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On behalf of our 700
member community organizations, the Na-
tional Community Reinvestment Coalition
(NCRC) respectfully urges you to veto the
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Financial Services
Modernization Act of 1999 when it comes be-
fore you. We appreciate this Administra-
tion’s strong commitment to the Community
Reinvestment Act. The development of the
new CRA regulations early in your Adminis-
tration and the Department of Justice’s
focus on fair lending issues has made a sig-
nificant difference in the ability of residents
of low- and moderate-income communities to

gain access to credit. We also appreciate
your Administration’s commitment to fight-
ing off the most anti-CRA aspects of the Sen-
ate version of financial modernization.

We believe the Gramm-Leach-Bliley bill as
proposed will undermine progress in rein-
vestment and misses a vital opportunity to
greatly expand access to credit and capital
to America’s traditionally undeserved com-
munities. NCRC thought that the financial
modernization bill offered an ideal oppor-
tunity for this Administration to put its
stamp on the evolution of the financial serv-
ices industry by updating and modernizing
CRA so that it would continue to be relevant
to the evolving financial services industry in
the 21st century. Unfortunately, the bill that
is about to be passed fails to do that in any
significant way, while at the same time chip-
ping away major provisions of the current
law.

NCRC understands the symbolic impor-
tance of the ‘‘have and maintain’’ CRA rat-
ing clause in this bill. We believe that the re-
quirement that financial holding companies
have at least a ‘‘Satisfactory’’ CRA rating in
order to merge or engage in new activities is
useful because it will give the industry even
more incentive to avoid failing CRA ratings.
On a practical level, however, this so-called
‘‘extension of CRA’’ is largely illusory. By
not requiring applications and public com-
ment periods when financial holding compa-
nies merge or engage in these new activities,
this bill eliminates the most effective tool
communities have to insure the account-
ability of financial institutions to their com-
munity.

We also hasten to point out that the ‘‘have
and maintain’’ provision is unlikely to have
any practical effect. Due to the bank regu-
lators’ rampant grade inflation, none of the
largest holding companies that would most
likely be affected by this clause have any de-
pository institutions with a less than Satis-
factory CRA rating. Satisfactory CRA rat-
ings have become so automatic that recently
the OCC granted a ‘‘Satisfactory’’ rating to a
Mississippi institution and the Federal Re-
serve approved a major merger of that insti-
tution at the same time that the Depart-
ment of Justice was in the process of finding
that the bank was in violation of the na-
tion’s fair lending laws.

Also we would note that contrary to what
is being said, this bill does have a negative
impact on current CRA law. By stretching
out small bank CRA ratings to five years for
an ‘‘Outstanding’’ rating and four years for a
‘‘Satisfactory’’ rating this bill will reduce
the effectiveness of CRA as a tool in rural
America. Earlier in your Administration,
these institutions were already given a
greatly simplified CRA evaluation system
that addressed the regulatory relief concerns
of small banks. The extension of the exam-
ination cycle only serves to make CRA more
difficult to enforce for small banks

We also object to the so-called ‘‘sunshine’’
provisions of this law. While no one can
argue with the concept of sunshine, the pro-
visions in this bill provide no real sunshine
and are aimed instead at chilling the First
Amendment rights of advocates. By requir-
ing special reporting requirements only of
those groups which comment on applications
and the CRA records of banks, this bill pro-
vides a disincentive for community groups to
participate in the CRA process. Additionally
this bill prevents banking agencies from
monitoring the level of loans and invest-
ments made under CRA agreements during
CRA exams and merger applications. These
provisions are bad public policy designed
solely to restrict the ability of communities
to demand accountability from their finan-
cial institutions.

Meanwhile the most important issues fac-
ing the reinvestment community remain un-

VerDate 29-OCT-99 07:00 Nov 05, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00049 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K04NO7.125 pfrm02 PsN: H04PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH11532 November 4, 1999
addressed by this legislation. Because of the
current link of CRA to depository institu-
tions, some holding companies whose deposi-
tory institutions are covered by CRA are si-
multaneously engaging in predatory,
subprime lending through affiliates not cov-
ered by CRA. Other non-depository affiliates
that will be making considerable number of
loans will simply overlook low- and mod-
erate-income communities. The financial
modernization bill missed an important op-
portunity to extend CRA and fair lending
laws to non-depository affiliates of holding
companies that make significant amounts of
loans.

The explosion of internet banking is mud-
dling the significance of what are called
‘‘services areas’’ in the Community Rein-
vestment Act. A large institution which
takes deposits and makes loans throughout
the nation can nonetheless restrict its ‘‘serv-
ice area’’ to one small locale if it operates
without the traditional bricks and mortar
branch structure. These and other funda-
mental issues relating to the updating and
modernization of CRA should have been
dealt with in a financial modernization bill
and were not.

Finally we want to be sure that you are
clearly aware that the vast majority of com-
munity groups do not support this bill for
the reasons we have outlined above. We have
heard some members of this Administration
making the claim that ‘‘community groups
support this bill.’’ While we know of two
high profile groups that have endorsed this
bill, we are unaware of any others. Almost
all of our members, who represent the heart
of the community reinvestment industry in
this country, have been expressing their dis-
appointment in this bill.

Millions of low- and moderate-income and
minority individuals and families have be-
come homeowners because of the strong
economy and because of your Administra-
tion’s commitment to improving the access
to credit and capital for Americans of mod-
est means. We urge you to continue to
strengthen that commitment by vetoing this
bill because of its failure to adequately
strengthen and protect CRA. As always we
stand ready to work with you to continue to
improve the Community Reinvestment Act.

Sincerely,
JOHN TAYLOR,

President and CEO.

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE
LEGISLATURES, NATIONAL CON-
FERENCE OF INSURANCE LEGISLA-
TORS,

October 28, 1999.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVES: We write today to

express our opposition to the Conference
Committee Report on the Gramm-Leach-Bli-
ley Financial Modernization Act. We are dis-
mayed at the inclusion in the legislation of
Subtitle B, the Redomestication of Mutual
Insurers. We submit that Subtitle B is not in
the public interest, rather it is anti-con-
sumer. This provision would circumvent
well-designed and thought-out state policy
regarding the redomestication of mutual in-
surance companies. Subtitle B has little to
do with financial services modernization.
Rather it serves to undermine state law,
which seeks to protect our constituents for
the benefit of a few. Gramm-Leach-Bliley
could place as many as 35 million policy-
holders, many of your constituents, at risk
of losing $94.7 billion in equity. Should this
occur, it would amount to a Congressionally
approved takings of consumers’ personal
property.

Subtitle B would allow mutual insurers
domiciled in states whose legislatures have
elected not to allow mutual insurers to form
mutual holding companies to escape that

legislative determination. It would allow
mutual insurers to move simply because a
state, through its duly elected legislative
branch of government, has determined that
formation of mutual holding companies is
not in the best interest of the state or its
mutual insurance policyholders who are,
after all, the owners of the company.
Gramm-Leach-Bliley will preempt the anti-
demutualization laws in 30 states: Alabama,
Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Con-
necticut, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho,
Illinois, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Mon-
tana, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
New Mexico, New York, North Carolina,
Oklahoma, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah,
Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, and
Wyoming.

We support the overall intent of S. 900/H.R.
10, which is to modernize financial services
regulation and to make the U.S. financial
services industry competitive with its over-
seas counterparts. However, not one sup-
porter of redomestication has come forward
to prove that the Subtitle B is indeed vital
to financial services modernization or even
to defend its inclusion in the legislation.
There were no hearings on this Subtitle by
any of the House or Senate Committees.
Subtitle B was added to H.R. 19 by attaching
it to an amendment on domestic violence be-
cause such an onerous provision could not
stand-alone.

The National Conference of State Legisla-
tures is the bipartisan national organization
representing every state legislator and the
National Conference of Insurance Legislators
is the national conference of state legisla-
tors who are involved in the regulation of
the business of insurance within their re-
spective states. Both of our organizations
have unanimously adopted resolutions op-
posing Subtitle B and supporting its deletion
from any financial services modernization
legislation.

On behalf of our colleagues across the
country and especially our millions of con-
stituents who will wonder why Congress gave
away their hard-earned equity, we respect-
fully ask you vote NO on Gramm-Leach-Bli-
ley.

We thank you for your consideration.
Very truly yours,

DAVID COUNTS,
Texas, NCOIL Presi-

dent.
JOANNE EMMONS,

Michigan, Chair,
NCSL Commerce &
Communications
Committee.

To see how policyholders in your State
would fare if the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Fi-
nancial Modernization Act is approved with
subtitle B of title III, Redomestication of
Mutual Insurers, included look below:

According to the Center for Insurance Re-
search, if all the major mutual life insurers
took advantage of the provisions in Subtitle
B of Gramm-Leach the equity loss to con-
sumers in each state:

State
Number of
policies in

State

Policyholder equity/equity
per policy

Alabama ...................................... 247,666 $449,895,848/$1,817
Alaska ......................................... 48,208 $98,061,387/$2,034
Arizona ........................................ 48,208 $98,061,387/$2,034
Arkansas ..................................... 116,906 $207,701,616/$1,777
California .................................... 2,713,352 $4,960,251,308/$1,828
Colorado ...................................... 758,110 $1,307,009,088/$1,724
Connecticut ................................. 739,154 $1,176,333,479/$1,591
Delaware ..................................... 326,315 $549,292,374/$1,683
District of Columbia ................... 239,447 $408,029,322/$1,704
Florida ......................................... 1,164,719 $2,121,274,692/$1,821
Georgia ........................................ 636,580 $1,179,107,023/$1,852
Hawaii ......................................... 96,275 $169,195,580/$1,757
Idaho ........................................... 100,587 $193,715,897/$1,926
Illinois ......................................... 2,397,312 $3,960,690,446/$1,652
Indiana ........................................ 541,558 $962,599,522/$1,777
Iowa ............................................. 431,090 $1,338,632,792/$3,105

State
Number of
policies in

State

Policyholder equity/equity
per policy

Kansas ........................................ 269,657 $470,714,158/$1,746
Kentucky ...................................... 277,135 $480,640,500/$1,734
Louisiana ..................................... 316,315 $591,448,499/$1,870
Maine .......................................... 111,933 $192,199,433/$1,717
Maryland ..................................... 636,883 $1,082,119,697/$1,699
Massachusetts ............................ 1,981,266 $3,261,185,133/$1,646
Michigan ..................................... 1,110,156 $1,860,412,511/$1,676
Minnesota .................................... 588,441 $1,111,376,308/$1,889
Mississippi .................................. 139,868 $254,615,010/$1,820
Missouri ....................................... 577,461 $1,095,410,874/$1,897
Montana ...................................... 56,782 $115,774,249/$2,039
Nebraska ..................................... 264,216 $699,369,591/$2,647
Nevada ........................................ 111,221 $214,805,432/$1,931
New Hampshire ........................... 278,240 $489,566,776/$1,760
New Jersey ................................... 1,699,347 $2,728,633,207/$1,606
New Mexico ................................. 95,171 $174,583,939/$1,834
New York ..................................... 5,880,112 $9,266,505,199/$1,576
North Carolina ............................. 794,164 $1,444,262,155/$1,819
North Dakota ............................... 59,880 $101,470,302/$1,695
Ohio ............................................. 1,211,900 $2,003,778,838/$1,653
Oklahoma .................................... 207,112 $388,637,200/$1,876
Oregon ......................................... 221,649 $469,571,008/$2,119
Pennsylvania ............................... 1,718,176 $2,833,890,186/$1,649
Rhode Island ............................... 155,127 $247,360,868/$1,595
South Carolina ............................ 299,696 $512,172,351/$1,709
South Dakota .............................. 76,699 $140,116,016/$1,827
Tennessee .................................... 435,647 $780,407,441/$1,791
Texas ........................................... 1,364,196 $2,349,322,551/$1,722
Utah ............................................ 127,730 $244,256,886/$1,912
Vermont ....................................... 90,174 $139,448,870/$1,546
Virginia ........................................ 621,314 $1,229,173,697/$1,978
Washington ................................. 371,381 $755,995,423/$2,036
West Virginia ............................... 136,532 $243,900,505/$1,786
Wisconsin .................................... 635,856 $1,194,889,155/$1,879
Wyoming ...................................... 30,643 $63,201,358/$2,062

Note: This list is only for Life Mutuals, additional equity at risk for Health
Mutuals and Property/Casualty Mutuals. Center for Insurance Research—617
367–1040.

The list above includes some states that
may have passed demutualization legisla-
tion. However, the laws of the state of domi-
cile of the mutual insurer apply to policy-
holders even in those states that have de-
cided to permit demutualization.
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Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, since 1994 when the
Republicans took control of Congress,
we have passed telecommunications re-
form, securities litigation reform,
Medicare reform, the Safe Drinking
Water Act amendments of 1996, the
Food Quality Protection Act of 1996,
the Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act, welfare reform,
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997, Food
and Drug Administration Moderniza-
tion Act of 1997, and numerous other
reform and modernization bills on be-
half of the American people. These are
just a few of the unprecedented number
of pro-consumer, bipartisan laws that
my committee worked on.

We now stand poised to add another
significant reform to the top of the
list.

Today we are about to achieve some-
thing that no Congress before us in the
last 65 years has been able to accom-
plish, agreeing to comprehensive finan-
cial services modernization. For 65
years, beginning with the efforts of a
gentleman from Virginia, Representa-
tive Carter Glass, Congress has strug-
gled to reform and modernize the regu-
lation of our financial services indus-
try. Mr. Glass was unsuccessful, but his
legacy continues.

Last term, we were told by every in-
dustry lobbyist and Washington trade
associations that this bill was dead;
that it could not be done; that Con-
gress had neither the will nor the vi-
sion to overcome the special interests
opposed to this legislation.
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Whether out of ignorance or

hardheadedness we continued to push
forward, suffering the opposition at
various points of almost every industry
faction and interest, but we prevailed.

Two years ago our committee
breathed life into this legislation by
putting consumers first. Until then
every special interest group had agreed
in concept to a level playing field, but
just with a slight tilt toward their in-
dustry.

The bill was full of regulatory arbi-
trage, allowing companies to shift
money and activities to the place of
least regulation and fewest consumer
protections.

Our committee said no to these spe-
cial interest lobbyists. We laid down
the law that activities should be regu-
lated with the same strong consumer
protections and safeguards no matter
where the activity takes place.

This is called functional regulation,
and functional regulation means that
everyone gets the same oversight, the
same rules, with no special advantage
towards any party. The lobbyists do
not like it but it is common sense, and
it is right. We then looked at the bar-
riers and red tape that prevented com-
panies from offering and competing in
a wide variety of products for con-
sumers. American jobs were being lost
and consumers were paying too much
for their financial services, because
government was still imposing 65-year-
old burdens and bureaucracy, created
long before computers became com-
monplace and anyone even dreamed of
the Information Age.

This bill removes those antiquated
barriers and eliminates the bureau-
cratic red tape. It gets government off
the back of business and enables them
to compete for consumers worldwide in
the markets of the 21st century. This is
critical to keep our economy and
American job opportunities the best in
the world.

We then stood shoulder to shoulder
together with our Democratic col-
leagues to demand that this bill must
establish strong consumer protection
for companies wishing to engage in new
competitive opportunities. We estab-
lished strict antidiscrimination provi-
sions, requirements for banks to rein-
vest in their local communities, pro-
tections for victims of domestic vio-
lence and full protection of antitrust
laws to ensure the safety and sound-
ness of our monetary system.

These are critical protections for
consumers that have waited far too
long for congressional action.

Let us stop for a moment and think
about the reforms that this Gramm-
Leach-Bliley Act would achieve. We
are creating the first-ever general fi-
nancial privacy laws to protect the pri-
vacy of consumers’ information. Cur-
rent law provides almost no protection
for the individual consumer to know
how their private information is being
shared or how to stop confidential in-
formation from being sold. This bill
gives consumers privacy protections. It

gives them the right to stop informa-
tion from being sold to unaffiliated
third parties and the knowledge to
make a choice about where they want
to do business.

These protections are all improve-
ments over current law and represent a
huge first step towards improving the
privacy rights of consumers. To let this
opportunity slip through our fingers
would be doing a grave disservice to
the American people.

This bill also sets forth a framework
for new consumer protections for insur-
ance, securities and banking functional
regulation. For too long we have al-
lowed unelected bureaucrats to fight
over regulatory turf, losing sight of the
consumer in the process. We have put
an end to these turf battles and put the
consumer back at the forefront of our
agency’s agenda. We also provide for
flexible but comprehensive oversight of
the financial services industry by a co-
ordinated body of independent and ad-
ministrative agencies.

We watched the global meltdown of
the international financial markets
and we heard the worries of the Amer-
ican people about strengthening our
local markets against outside attacks.
We cannot afford to have one single
American left behind or put at risk be-
cause Congress did not have the cour-
age to bring our financial services in-
dustry together under a modern regu-
latory system.

This bill does that, and I believe that
this Congress does have the courage to
make these reforms. We found the solu-
tions to bring people together and we
now stand ready to reinvigorate our fi-
nancial services industry to give the
American people the best financial
services and protections in the world.

I want to commend my fellow chair-
men, Chairman GRAMM and the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH); thanks
to my good friend, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER), whose good work
last Congress put us on the green with-
in putting distance, and most espe-
cially I want to thank and commend
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY),
the subcommittee chairman.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
OXLEY), who never gave up, who kept
his shoulder to the wheel throughout
this entire process, he never let us suc-
cumb to the petty vagaries of politics.
We would not have a bill without the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY). So I
again commend and thank him.

I want to thank all the staff that was
involved in this effort. I especially
thank my own staff, all five and a half
of them, David Cavicke, Brian
McCullough, Robert Gordon, Robert
Simison and, of course, Linda Rich,
with the help of little Peter MacGregor
Rich.

I think the Members of this con-
ference should be proud. We have
shown the will to overcome every ob-
stacle thrown in our way and to stand
on the brink of accomplishing some-
thing great for our country.

Sixty-five years after Carter Glass
from Virginia started the financial

service modernization effort, we are fi-
nally fulfilling his vision for the Amer-
ican people. I urge support of the
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act and look for-
ward to adding this legislation to the
many achievements of this Congress.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MCCOLLUM).

(Mr. MCCOLLUM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, I
rise in support of this most significant
legislation. It will modernize and
strengthen our banking system and as-
sure the viability and availability of
retail banking into the next century. It
will provide consumer privacy in bank-
ing for the first time ever. It will make
it easier for consumers to handle their
banking and insurance and security
matters and it will lower the cost to
consumers for banking, insurance and
securities products and services.

It is truly the most significant bank-
ing legislation of all the years I have
served on the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services. I strongly sup-
port it. I urge its adoption. I am proud
to have worked with the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) and the others
to craft it and I hope it is adopted to-
night.

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to engage in a colloquy with the
chairman of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH).

Am I correct in stating that it is the
intent of the conferees that the disclo-
sure and reporting requirements con-
tained in section 11 be interpreted nar-
rowly so as to reduce the burden on
parties regarding these disclosure and
reporting requirements?

Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAFALCE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. LEACH. Yes. There are two sub-
sections that should be read together.
One that calls for a listing of expenses
and the other that stipulates regula-
tions promulgated under this provision
not establish undue regulatory bur-
dens. While tensions exist between
these two sections, the clear intent is
for regulatory discretion in imple-
menting the reporting requirements.

For instance, meal expenses and taxi-
cab receipts are not contemplated as
having to be reported under this new
section. In addition, it is clear, as indi-
cated in the conference report, that in
the vast majority of cases groups may
comply with the disclosure and report-
ing requirements through the filing of
audited statements or tax returns.

Mr. LAFALCE. Well, that is very im-
portant. It is my understanding that
the reporting requirement related to
what information is to be included is
intended to allow compliance by the
filing of an annual financial statement
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or Federal income tax return. It is not
the intent that this provision require a
reporting of any particular expense but
rather a listing of the categories of ex-
penses, if any, required to be reported.
Is that also the understanding of the
gentleman?

Mr. LEACH. Yes, it is my under-
standing, and I understand as well that
the gentleman may be inserting for the
RECORD a further elaboration of this
issue which reflects our mutual under-
standing of how this section is to be
treated.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS), a member of the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, serv-
ing on the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services I understand and I
understood for a long time that one
day we would have a bill that would
allow these entities to come together,
banking and commercial interests, and
merge. I knew that would happen, but
I always knew that we could protect
the consumers if we wanted to do that.
What I am surprised about is the mean-
spirited way in which we have under-
mined the Community Reinvestment
Act.

There was no need to have CRA on
the table except for one person, who
does not like CRA, came into the con-
ference committee, determined that he
was going to weaken it and he did.
These reporting requirements are un-
necessary. They are simply there to in-
timidate. What other situation do we
have where two private entities, with
an agreement, have to report on it? No
place, no place else but with CRA. I do
not care what they say the intent is.
CRA has been weakened.

The rural communities and the inner
cities will feel the impact of it because
the activists will go away. They will
not be able to comply with these re-
quirements. But that is not what is
going to undo what we do here tonight.
The poor people do not have the power.
The activists could not stand up
against the big banks. I knew that
CitiCorps and Travelers would not
undo their relationship. They would
have had to undo it in two years if we
did not have this law tonight because
they acted on their own to come to-
gether and merge, but I knew they
would win. Too big to fail.

What is going to undo what we do
here tonight is the invasion of privacy
of American citizens. What has been
done is the opportunity has opened up
for one conglomerate to know every-
thing there is to be known about an in-
dividual and their family, everything
from their medical, financial records,
everything. We will pay a price for
this. We have paid a price for mistakes
in the past as we dealt with the S&Ls.
This will be another one that we will
regret.

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield
as much time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY),

the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Commerce, Justice, State and Judici-
ary.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. OXLEY) has up to 3 minutes.

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of this historic legislation.
We are replacing Glass-Steagall fi-
nally, after 65 years, with Gramm-
Leach-Bliley, and everybody partici-
pated in this effort. There is a great
deal of credit for a job well done. We
have had the heart and the courage. A
lot of people have doubted us because it
took us a long time but we are here to-
night to pass this bill.

It sets a standard, a strong standard,
for consumer safeguards and estab-
lishes a strong regulatory foundation
for financial services.

Let me mention a few highlights.
This year in our committee I intro-
duced the first ever comprehensive fi-
nancial privacy protections for con-
sumers. It was adopted by the full
House and stronger provisions with the
work of the gentlewoman from New
Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA) and others in
the House-Senate conference com-
mittee. Under current law, consumers
have no ability whatsoever to find out
how their personal financial informa-
tion is being shared. This bill, for the
first time, gives them that ability.

If we want strong consumer protec-
tions, particularly a right to privacy,
vote for this legislation because to
keep the status quo is to have no pri-
vacy protection whatsoever. It protects
account numbers and access codes. It
protects strong State privacy laws
from being overridden, and that is
very, very important.

I find it interesting that some Mem-
bers, while recognizing that everything
in this bill is an improvement over cur-
rent law, still argue that we should not
enact any protections, nothing at all, if
we cannot load up the bill with every
bell and whistle that they want. This is
partly why this bill has been sabotaged
in every effort in the last 65 years until
this Congress demonstrated the leader-
ship to move it forward.

The Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act affords
real protections and safeguards for
Americans that become law, not just
empty words and political posturing.
The privacy protections are only some
of the many pro-consumer entitle-
ments in the bill. Under current law,
individual consumers have no statu-
tory protections governing bank sales
of insurance. This bill provides that
protection.

b 2200

Domestic violence. Protection
against domestic violence discrimina-
tion. State insurance regulators now
have equal standing to protect con-
sumers when regulating. In fact, this
bill establishes the consumers’ right to
functional regulation of all financial

activities, which is the bedrock of this
legislation, this functional regulation.
I am proud that this bill does that.

This bill makes our system work, and
it makes our financial system strong
and safe and the envy of world.

I want to congratulate all of those
who were involved in this effort, par-
ticularly the gentleman from Iowa
(Chairman LEACH), the gentleman from
Virginia (Chairman BLILEY) for their
strong efforts in this regard.

Madam Speaker, I would be remiss at
this time in not mentioning the hard
work and dedication of a young man
named Greg Koczanski, who was senior
vice president of Citigroup, and many
of my colleagues knew him, as we dis-
cuss this legislation that was so impor-
tant to Greg.

As many of my colleagues know,
Greg died in a tragic hiking accident
earlier this year in Colorado. He was a
devoted family man, an avid sports-
man, and true professional in every
sense.

I salute Greg for the time and energy
he committed to the process of moving
this bill forward. S. 900 bears the im-
print of his hard work.

Madam Speaker, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY), a good
friend of mine, always likened this bill
to Sisyphus rolling that boulder up the
hill, and he was doomed, doomed to
have that boulder roll back on him and
time and time again, doomed for eter-
nity. I say to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, no longer, no longer do I
have to hear that speech in the Com-
mittee on Commerce or on the floor.
For that reason and that reason alone,
it is important that we pass this bill
tonight.

Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from New
Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA), the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Financial Institutions and Con-
sumer Credit.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Madam Speaker, I
want to clarify the questions regarding
the privacy title.

Section 503 requires financial institu-
tions to provide customers with a copy
of the financial institution’s privacy
policies and practices. These docu-
ments must be provided to customers
at the time the customer establishes a
relationship with the financial institu-
tion and not less than annually during
the continuation of that relationship.

What about single-event trans-
actions, as they are known, with a fi-
nancial institution? What does section
503 require of financial institutions if
the relationship with the customer is
single-event transactions, like the pur-
chase of teller’s checks, money orders,
or remote bill payments at businesses
that do not have an ongoing relation-
ship?

Madam Speaker, what would we do if
these bill payments are done at busi-
nesses that do not have an ongoing re-
lationship?

Mr. OXLEY. Madam Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?
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Mrs. ROUKEMA. Yes, I will be

pleased to yield to the gentleman from
Ohio.

Mr. OXLEY. Madam Speaker, as we
discussed, in single-event transactions
such as the ones the gentlewoman from
New Jersey mentioned, financial insti-
tutions must disclose to the customer
their privacy policies and practices at
the time the transaction is entered
into. A customer relationship is cre-
ated, but it is over in an extremely
short amount of time. In these types of
transactions, no continuing relation-
ship between the financial institution
and the customer is created. For this
reason, the financial institution is not
required to provide its privacy policies
to such customers annually. That was
clearly our intent.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Madam Speaker, I
appreciate that.

Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, if the
gentlewoman will yield, I agree with
the interpretation just expressed.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Madam Speaker, I
think this is very important for us to
have on the Record the interpretation
of this legislation.

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN).

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Madam Speaker, let
me first say I support this legislation,
and I want to commend the chairman
and the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices for the work they have done and
the staff for the work they have done.

Besides the financial and monetary
policy reasons for doing this bill, I
think there are some important facts
we have to understand. I concur with
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WATERS) that CRA should not have
been part of this legislation, but we
have to understand the facts of it. It
was part of the legislation. Because of
this legislation, we have the stronger
CRA language for businesses that want
to get into other financial businesses.
That is not in the current law.

We also have a stronger law as it re-
lates to smaller institutions because,
even though they get a longer interval
before they have a CRA review, the bill
is written in such a way that allows
the regulator to go in if there is a ma-
terial change. So I think CRA actually
came out better.

The sunshine may be somewhat of a
nuisance, but it was very narrowly tai-
lored in the final stages of this bill.

With respect to privacy, the point
has been made, and it cannot be denied,
that the provisions in this bill would
not exist without this bill. Consumers
are better off by enacting these provi-
sions. We will have to revisit privacy.
Everyone knows it. But if we fail to
pass this bill, consumers will be worse
off as it relates to privacy.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.

MARKEY), a member of the Committee
on Commerce.

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Speaker, we
are told how difficult it is, how com-
plex it is to deal with all of these pri-
vacy issues. But when Citigroup is
doing business in Germany, and the
German laws say that every German
citizen has the right to protect all
their information, has the right to say,
no, they do not want it shared,
Citigroup gives every German citizen a
contract protecting their information.

Now, they do not want to give that
same contract to American citizens in
their own country. Citigroup says no,
we cannot do it in America. It is too
complex.

Now, the American laws have figured
out how to ensure one’s tax returns do
not get shared, how one’s driver’s li-
cense information does not get shared,
one’s video cassette rentals, one’s cable
TV viewing habits, one’s telephone call
records, the location of where one is
when one is using one’s cell phone.

Yes, we can pass laws for that. But
the financial services industry says, it
would really ruin our synergies if you
made it necessary for us to protect
your private information, your checks.

If one wrote a check for one’s child’s
psychiatrist, for one’s prostate cancer,
for one’s wife’s breast cancer, no, one
cannot protect that information. It is
our product to sell to market.

There is only one thing that really
exists here, Madam Speaker. One gets
one notice, and one gets one notice
only from these banks. Here is what
one is going to get: Notice, you have no
privacy.

They are going to be legally required
to tell one one has no privacy. Com-
merce without a conscience. Profit be-
fore privacy. Can we not have a balance
in this country?

William Shakespeare, 5 centuries
ago: ‘‘Who steals my purse steals trash;
’tis something, nothing.’’

‘‘’Twas mine, ’tis his, and has been
slave to thousands.’’

But ‘‘he that filches from me my
good name robs me of that which not
enriches him, and makes me poor in-
deed.’’

Here, Madam Speaker, one’s good
name enriches the financial services
industry and will make each family
poor, indeed, as it is robbed, stolen,
filched, and capitalized upon by the fi-
nancial services industry in this coun-
try. Vote no on this bad bill.

Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, I yield
45 seconds to the distinguished gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY).

(Mrs. KELLY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. KELLY. Madam Speaker, I
thank the distinguished gentleman
from Iowa for yielding me the time.

Madam Speaker, I rise today in
strong support for the passage of the
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Financial Serv-
ices Act of 1999. This conference report
truly bridges the disagreements that
have torn apart past efforts to update

our financial services laws and brings
our laws into the 21st century.

The true winner in this effort is the
consumer. They win on two fronts: first
with savings, and second through the
greatest expansion of financial privacy.

Two provisions are especially note-
worthy and will save consumers
money. The NARAB provision will
solve a difficult and costly multistate
insurance licensing issue by creating a
single higher national standard.

Another provision will allow banking
firms to sell mutual funds to their cus-
tomers without having to go through
third-party distributors that do not
provide any added value to the bank or
customers.

This legislation is a true win-win for
the American people, and I urge my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
join me in favor of the passage of this
historic legislation.

This legislation has been decades in the
making and I am pleased to have been part of
the effort to make this legislation a reality. Of
course, this would not have been possible
without the excellent work of my chairman and
his top notch staff who set the best example
we can all strive for.

As for privacy, this legislation represents the
greatest expansion of personal financial pri-
vacy in the history of American finance. Con-
sumers will benefit from the mandatory disclo-
sure by financial institutions of privacy policies
and the consumer opt-out choices to prevent
the sale of confidential information to unaffili-
ated third parties. This represents only two of
the many positive privacy provisions.

I want to go into greater detail on the provi-
sions of this legislation that will create
NARAB—the National Association of Reg-
istered Agents and Brokers. This subtitle,
which I authored, will streamline the insurance
agent and broker licensing process.

Allow me to read something that dem-
onstrates both the desire of state regulators to
achieve the goal of establishing uniform or re-
ciprocal licensing standards goal and the great
impediments to its attainment:

The Commissioners are now fully prepared
to go before their various legislative com-
mittees with recommendations for a system
of insurance law which shall be the same in
all States—not reciprocal, but identical; not
retaliatory, but uniform.

This statement expressing the desire for a
more uniform insurance regulatory system was
made by George W. Miller, the New York In-
surance Commissioner who founded the Na-
tional Association of Insurance Commissioner,
at the close of the very first meeting of the
NAIC in 1871. The NAIC has been working for
almost 130 years to achieve some level of
regulatory uniformity; NARAB will simply assist
them in achieving what has proved to be a
very elusive objective.

As advocated by the state insurance com-
missioners, state insurance regulation is pre-
served in this legislation. What NARAB does,
though, is address one of the shortcomings of
state regulation. Licensing laws are not only
unnecessarily redundant; they all too often are
protecionist—designed to protect in-state
agents and brokers from out-of-state competi-
tion. The NARAB designed to protect in-state
agents and brokers from out-of-state competi-
tion. The NARAB subtitle creates the incentive
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for states to change those out-of-date laws
and regulations.

Now that this legislation stands at the brink
of enactment, state insurance regulators must
recognize that NARAB is the tool they need to
make licensing less of a burden, and less of
an add-on cost to consumers. Throughout the
three-year debate on this provision, some
state insurance commissioners argued that
they’re getting the job done on their own, and
NARAB is unnecessary. Unfortunately, they’ve
been saying that for 130 years. With NARAB’s
enactment into federal law, there is no choice
but for state licensing laws to move into align-
ment with the broader modernization goals of
this legislation.

Madam Speaker, it is an embarrassment
that the separate nations of Europe have done
more to harmonize their insurance licensing
laws, compared to the separate states of
America. NARAB will help change that.

The Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act is good for
business and consumers in many ways. It’s
important to note, though, that many of the
provisions of this legislation only bring the reg-
ulatory scheme into line with what’s already
happening in the marketplace. NARAB stands
out as one of the key elements of this legisla-
tion that represent true modernization. I was
pleased to author this element of the bill, and
am grateful for the wide support it has enjoyed
throughout this process.

Most of all, speaking as a moderate, I feel
honored to have played a role in the enact-
ment of important legislation that has had true
bipartisan leadership. As it should be, this is a
legislative product that should make us all
proud.

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. WATT).

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
New York for yielding me the time.

Madam Speaker, for the last 4 years,
there are probably few people in this
body who have spent more time on this
issue and on this bill than I have. I
have read every bill and every draft
from front to back over and over again
and studied the provisions.

There are some problems with the
bill that came out of the conference
bill. In many respects, it is not as good
a bill as the bill we passed out of the
House. But for every problem in the
bill, there are also some good things in
the bill. So, on balance, I have decided
that this is a bill that is worthy of sup-
port.

We should continue to work on the
problems that exist with the bill. We
should address those problems dealing
with privacy, reporting under the CRA
requirements, and other provisions
that I think are lacking.

But on balance, we should vote for
the bill, and, therefore, I rise in sup-
port of the bill.

Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, I yield
45 seconds to the gentlewoman from Il-
linois (Mrs. BIGGERT).

(Mrs. BIGGERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. BIGGERT. Madam Speaker, I
rise in support of the conference re-
port. Many of my colleagues have de-

voted a good part of their congres-
sional careers to making this bill a re-
ality.

As a freshman member of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, I was privileged to work with
them this year to provide a bipartisan
bill that will modernize our Nation’s
banking, insurance, and security indus-
tries.

Two decades in the making, this bill
will allow our Nation’s financial insti-
tutions, security companies, and insur-
ance industries to successfully compete
in the global market.

I commend the House and the Senate
conferees as well as the administration
who were able to work together to ap-
prove this legislation. While it may be
long overdue, I believe it will be well
worth the wait.

I congratulate the gentleman from
Iowa (Chairman LEACH), the gentleman
from Virginia (Chairman BLILEY), and
the gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE), the ranking member.

I ask all my colleagues to vote for
this historic measure, and I urge the
President to sign it into law.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIER-
REZ).

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Madam Speaker, I
am a proponent of the Community Re-
investment Act, which is why I am
going to vote against this conference
report.

I am not pleased that S. 900 weakens
the Community Reinvestment Act
while strengthening banks’ abilities to
expand into insurance and securities
business. I am not pleased that S. 900
sacrifices adequate consumer privacy
for the sake of corporate interests.

S. 900 strays too far from acceptable
CRA provisions originally in H.R. 10,
which required banks to have a satis-
factory CRA rating in order to affiliate
with insurance and securities firms,
and this is important. To maintain
that affiliation, they must maintain
their satisfactory CRA rating. Unfortu-
nately, this maintenance provision has
been stripped from the bill.

Sure, S. 900 requires banks to have a
satisfactory CRA rating to expand into
lines of business, but under this bill,
once a bank’s affiliating frenzy is over,
once it gets as big as it wants by merg-
ing with securities and insurance
firms, it is no longer required to main-
tain a satisfactory CRA rating.

On privacy, this bill gives banks the
right to share all information about
consumers with their affiliates. Per-
sonally, I do not necessarily want my
bank information to be shared with
anyone.
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While S. 900 does give consumers the
option to opt out of a bank’s informa-
tion-sharing arrangement with unaf-
filiated third parties, a consumer, I
want America to understand this clear-
ly, a consumer cannot opt out when the
financial institution enters a joint

marketing agreement with unaffiliated
third parties.

This means that if my bank has an
agreement with a telemarketer down
the street, the bank can share my in-
formation and the information of all
Americans with whichever financial in-
stitution. That should be shameful,
Madam Speaker.

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY).

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Madam
Speaker, I want to thank the chairman
of the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services and the ranking mem-
ber for the hard work they did on this
bill and moving it through the process
and never forgetting that the consumer
came first.

Madam Speaker, with all the heated
debate around the details of this bill, I
fear that we have lost sight of what we
are trying to do. We are, as the Wash-
ington Post recently pointed out, try-
ing to reregulate the financial services
industry today, not deregulate it.
Banks already use loopholes and regu-
latory waivers to get their hands into
new lines of businesses, supposedly
barred by the old Glass-Steagall Act.
While this bill gives banks, insurance
companies, and security companies
new powers, it also creates a sound,
legal framework which addresses the
actual condition of today’s financial
services marketplace.

For those of my colleagues that are
concerned about consumer protection,
understand that the most important
thing we can do to protect consumers
is to create a strong regulatory system
that oversees financial services as they
are today, not as they were, and the
bill does that.

Why else have we worked so hard to
create this bill? For four reasons: to
create a more competitive financial
services sector, to build a stronger
economy, to create new opportunities
for consumers, and to protect the con-
sumer.

When this bill is passed, companies
will be more internationally competi-
tive, will operate more efficiently at
home, and will provide a broad array of
new services and products to the con-
sumers, and provide for the first time
privacy protection for the consumer.

As a conferee and a supporter of S.
900, I ask for my colleagues’ yes vote
today.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, how
much time do we have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL) has 111⁄2 minutes re-
maining, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. LAFALCE) has 11 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LEACH) has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. LUTHER).

Mr. LUTHER. Madam Speaker, ear-
lier this year, Attorney General Mike
Hatch of the State of Minnesota
brought a civil lawsuit against a large
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national bank for sharing customers’
personal information with a tele-
marketing company. When this became
known to the public, the people of Min-
nesota were outraged. So what hap-
pened? The bank quickly agreed to
change its practices and to allow their
customers to opt out; in other words,
to say no to sharing any personal fi-
nancial information with either third
parties or affiliates.

I ask all of my colleagues here to pay
attention to the Minnesota agreement,
because that is what everyone agreed
to when the public truly found out
what was going on with the sharing of
their information. It is the minimum
standard every bank in America ought
to adhere to. All it says is people have
the right to say no.

Now, this legislation has been going
on for 15 years, as has been mentioned
here. I would ask why, after that much
time, could we not spend 15 minutes to
draft a provision to protect the con-
sumers of America? And that is all we
are asking. For those of my colleagues
who suggest we could pass a separate
bill on the privacy issue, I ask, what
are the chances of passage of that bill
when this bill cannot have a real pri-
vacy provision with all of the interest
groups supporting this legislation? The
chances of that would be very slim.

Madam Speaker, I will conclude by
just saying it is time to reject business
as usual in Washington. We can stand
up for the people and their right to pri-
vacy in America. We have a solemn re-
sponsibility to do that. I urge my col-
leagues to reject this legislation.

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of this conference report.
The laws governing our banking insur-
ance and securities industries are woe-
fully out of date. Congress has tried for
years to update them and that goal is
finally now being achieved with this
legislation. This bill will ensure that
America remains the world’s leader in
financial services and, more impor-
tantly, it will bring consumers more
choices at lower prices.

We all know, though, that a major
issue in this bill has been consumer
privacy. The legislation before us takes
a step forward, but many challenges re-
main. I am pleased that the conference
report does not include the so-called
medical privacy provisions that were in
the House-passed bill. But the con-
ference report remains deficient in pro-
tections for consumers’ financial pri-
vacy.

As the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DINGELL) and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) have pointed
out, the bill still does not allow con-
sumers control over who has access to
their financial information. Therefore,
Congress must revisit privacy protec-
tions. However, overall the conference
report remains a positive step forward
for our economy, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY), a
member of the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Madam Speaker,
as a member of the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services, I rise
in strong opposition to S. 900.

Winners-Losers. In this bill it is pain-
fully clear. Banks, insurance compa-
nies and securities firms. Big winners.
Losers? Working class communities
and consumers.

This bill helps create corporations
that can afford to ignore families and
small businesses down the street due to
a weakened Community Reinvestment
Act. CRA has brought literally a tril-
lion dollars’ worth of loans into starv-
ing communities since its passage in
1977. But S. 900 lowers the requirements
for CRA compliance and maliciously
burdens community-based groups that
are fighting for investment in their
neighborhoods.

Huge financial conglomerates get ac-
cess to their customers’ most private
information, which they can use with-
out permission. When a widow receives
the funds from her husband’s insurance
policy, the insurance company can
share that information with its broker-
age firm which can then barrage the
grieving woman with stock offerings.

The bank that gives us a loan for our
child’s education can sell her address
to a credit card company, which then
entices her with a card at school. If we
have a bad day on the stock market,
make a claim against our health insur-
ance, we can kiss that mortgage good-
by. Write checks to a psychiatrist or
an oncologist and then just try to get
a new health insurance policy.

Why should we be for this? We should
not be for this. I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. MALONEY).

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.
Madam Speaker, I rise in support of
this legislation. For more than 20
years, Congress has attempted to over-
haul the Nation’s banking laws while
the marketplace has moved leaps and
bounds beyond the current law. Fi-
nally, today, we have an historic op-
portunity, the opportunity to pass the
most important financial services leg-
islation in 60 years.

Thanks to the work of the chairman,
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH),
and the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE),
we have come together to craft a finan-
cial modernization bill which benefits
everyone. Our economy will benefit
from passage of this bill by being sup-
plied with more access to capital,
which will continue to fuel our eco-
nomic growth. To our financial institu-
tions, this bill means increased effi-
ciency and increased competitiveness
in the global marketplace. And our
consumers will benefit from increased
competition, which translates into

greater choices, more innovative serv-
ices, and lower prices for financial
products.

Under today’s financial moderniza-
tion conference report, banks will still
be required to have a good track record
in community reinvestments as a con-
dition for expanding into new busi-
nesses. And there is the first time that
a bank’s rating under Community Re-
investment Act will be considered
when it expands outside of traditional
banking activities. The financial mod-
ernization agreement will also apply
CRA to all banks, without exceptions,
and it preserves existing procedures for
public comments on banks.

A note on privacy. Under existing
law, information on everything from
account balances to credit card trans-
actions can already now be shared by a
financial institution without a cus-
tomer’s knowledge. Under this bill, fi-
nancial institutions will, for the first
time, be required to notify consumers
when they intend to share such infor-
mation with third parties and allows
consumers to opt out of any such infor-
mation sharing.

The privacy protections included in
this legislation are clearly an impor-
tant step forward for America’s con-
sumers. I urge passage of the con-
ference report.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. INSLEE), a mem-
ber of the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services.

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, if we
are indeed steward of our constituents’
privacy, why should we give banks the
right to strip us of privacy? Why
should we give banks the ability to tell
everyone in the world who are their af-
filiates about our banking accounts
and our checks? Why should we do
this?

And who will come to this floor to-
night and say to the American people
that it is okay for banks to violate our
privacy and to give our bank accounts
to their affiliates so they can tele-
market us? Who will come here tonight
and say that? No one. Because every
single Member of this chamber, of both
parties and both genders, of all beliefs,
know that is wrong, and it ought to be
outlawed.

Why is this so important? Because
this is a brave, new and threatening
world in the financial services indus-
try. This is not the little bank on the
corner any more. The little bank on
the corner did not have any incentive
to violate our privacy. They wanted to
keep our privacy. But when we create
this new organism of banking, as sure
as God made little green apples, that
the affiliated insurance companies and
the affiliated stockbrokers are going to
want the computer profiling of our ac-
counts so they can sell everything on
this green Earth to us over the phone
at 7 o’clock at night.
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Now, many of us are concerned about

the financial forces at work trying to
pass this bill. I will just leave my col-
leagues with one thought. When con-
sideration of deregulation of the sav-
ings and loan industry came about,
only 26 Members of this chamber voted
against it, and all 26 Members felt the
same fear and concern we do.

Vote to send this bill back for more
work. Vote for privacy. Defeat this bill
tonight.

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Madam
Speaker, I rise in support of the
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act.

To say that Glass-Steagall effec-
tively separates banking and securities
is to ignore the realities of the market-
place. Today, banks can buy securities
firms and banks can sell insurance.
This bill provides legal and regulatory
clarity.

While on the whole, the act makes
U.S. companies more competitive, I
would like to have seen it improved in
several areas. With regard to privacy,
the bill establishes the principle of
Federal regulation of consumer privacy
for the first time. I would have liked to
have seen stronger language. In the
conference, numerous amendments
toughening the privacy language were
offered and defeated on largely party
lines. I look forward to returning to
this issue next year.
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I would also have liked to have seen

stronger CRAs, a goal toward which
the gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE), the ranking member, ably
fought. Even so, I believe the positives
far outweigh the negatives.

Perhaps most importantly, the con-
ference committee upheld the strict
separation of banking and commerce, a
goal which the gentleman from Iowa
(Chairman LEACH) has long cham-
pioned.

Madam Speaker, the markets have
already overwhelmed the Glass-
Steagall wall. Gramm-Leach-Bliley
will provide new modern rules allowing
U.S. companies to move forward and
compete globally in the new Internet
economy.

I urge a yes vote.
Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I

yield 11⁄2 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LEE)
a member of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services.

Ms. LEE. Madam Speaker, I thank
my colleague for yielding me the time.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong op-
position to S. 900. There is no question
that we need to update 1930’s laws on
financial services. I joined with many
colleagues to try to craft a bill so that
it would also, however, protect con-
sumers. Financial services are making
big gains with this bill, and consumers
should be included. Unfortunately,
they have been left out.

For example, pro-consumer amend-
ments offered were rejected by the con-

ference committee. Strong consumer
privacy provisions were rejected by the
conference committee. It is terrifying
to know that Big Brother is here to
stay as a result of this bill. Sharing the
private financial information among fi-
nancial institutions should really scare
us to death.

My anti-redlining, non-discrimina-
tion amendment passed by the House
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services was blocked from consider-
ation by this House without even tak-
ing a vote to block it. What does that
say about our democracy?

With regard to the Community Rein-
vestment Act, punitive reporting re-
quired of community groups building
affordable housing, for example, will
create unwarranted witch hunts. I
wanted to cast an aye vote for finan-
cial modernization but only if con-
sumers, ordinary people, could also
benefit from these megamergers.

Unfortunately, the bill went in the
wrong direction. I urge a no vote.

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CARDIN).

(Mr. CARDIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CARDIN. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of the conference report,
with reservations.

Congress has been working for many years
to reform the Nation’s outdated financial serv-
ices laws. After several attempts at crafting
comprehensive legislation, I am pleased to
see that the House, the Senate and the ad-
ministration have reached agreement on a bill
that accomplishes this task, while preserving
financial regulation along functional lines. After
65 years, it is important that we modernize our
financial services laws. This legislation does
provide the necessary legislative framework to
allow financial institutions to compete fairly in
the market. That is in the best interest of my
constituents and I shall support the conference
report.

However, I must express my disappointment
that the conference report does not provide
customers the opportunity to prevent the dis-
closure of information to affiliated companies.
It does allow them to opt-out of disclosures to
companies with whom their financial institu-
tions have no affiliation, except when the insti-
tutions have entered into a joint agreement.
This may result in the free exchange of per-
sonal information, such as bank balances,
credit card transactions, and check receipts,
between life insurance companies, mortgage
issuers, stockbrokers and other commercial
entities without the consumer’s knowledge or
consent.

This situation is particularly troubling be-
cause Congress has not yet passed medical
privacy legislation. It is important to recognize
that the HHS Secretary’s proposed medical
privacy regulations, set to take effect next
February, are restricted in scope to health pro-
viders, health insurers, and health information
clearinghouses. Limited by legislative authority
granted in HIPAA, these rules cannot limit the
secondary release of information beyond
these specific entities. Therefore, once this fi-
nancial services bill becomes law, information

that an individual voluntarily discloses to a life
insurance company may then be forewarded
legally without an individual’s assent to any of
its affiliates and to any unrelated financial in-
stitution that has entered into a joint agree-
ment with that insurance company.

It is my hope that the 106th Congress and
the administration will return to this issue early
next year in order to strengthen the privacy
safeguards. Only then will we be able to pro-
vide American consumers innovation, conven-
ience, and safety in financial services, as well
as guaranteeing the privacy of their most per-
sonal information.

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN).

(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHERMAN. Madam Speaker,
banks, insurance companies, and stock
brokerage firms are combining today;
and the old walls and distinctions be-
tween financial products that fit in one
area and another are beginning to
break down.

The question is not whether we will
have the perfect bill but whether we
will have a bill at all. This bill requires
that consumers are given disclosure
when they go into a bank that a par-
ticular product is not FDIC insured.
They have no such protection now.

It prevents the combination of finan-
cial and commercial enterprises in a
way that could endanger our entire fi-
nancial system. It provides modest pri-
vacy protections that we do not have
under current statute.

We can wait for the perfect bill, turn
our back, and watch the combination
of financial enterprises occur with
nothing to ensure that the public inter-
est is protected, or we can instead vote
for an admittedly imperfect bill.

This is a major step forward in pro-
tecting the public interest.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, we have heard a great deal all
evening about how good this bill is. I
agree, it is good. It is good for the
banks, good for the corporations, good
for business, good for small banks who
want to be practically exempt from
CRA. But it is not good for consumers.

It is not good for consumers who de-
sire privacy protection. It is not good
for disadvantaged and distressed com-
munities that have been redlined, dis-
criminated against, raped, and aban-
doned. It is not good for consumer ac-
tivists who generated CRA in the first
place. And so, it is a good bill, but it is
not good enough to protect CRA. It is
a good bill, but not good enough.

I urge that we vote to protect CRA.
Vote against it.

Madam Speaker: we have heard from many
quarters that this is a good bill and in many
ways it is. However, in several instances it
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does not do what some suggest that it does.
The so-called privacy protection of customers
being given an opportunity to ‘‘opt-out’’ clearly
demonstrates the corporate benefits this bill
intends. If this bill will benefit consumers, let
the corporations sell themselves by mandating
that consumers must ‘‘opt-in’’ to have informa-
tion on themselves shared or sold. Financial
literacy is already faced with a plethora of
challenges let alone teaching consumers how
to search for obscure fine print to protect pri-
vacy. One key lost opportunity is the failure to
insist that expanded financial powers be ac-
companied by an appropriate expansion of
CRA.

The proposed small bank exam schedule
borders on an outright exemption given the
‘‘twice a decade’’ schedule proposed. I am
also afraid that some of the report language
will discourage communities from commenting
or even contacting a financial institution re-
garding their communities credit needs.

This bill will not further community reinvest-
ment; therefore, notwithstanding its other posi-
tive feature, I cannot support it.

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 31⁄2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
VENTO), the ranking member of the
Subcommittee on Financial Institu-
tions and Consumer Credit.

Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I rise,
of course, in strong support of this. I
certainly admire the passion and the
intensity of our colleagues that have
presented arguments tonight in voicing
their concerns.

I think once we get through some of
the rhetoric and hyperbole we might
get down to some of the facts. I think
their arguments would seem to steal
defeat from the jaws of victory in
terms of this is a pro-CRA bill. It ex-
pands CRA. It does so, I think, in a
way; and that was an absolutely funda-
mental demand by the President.

I respect the fact that the gentleman
from Iowa (Chairman LEACH) and the
ranking member fought like lionesses
over their cubs trying to protect this
and recognizing the necessity of doing
it. This was the last thing that we
dealt with. It was tough. We have dis-
closure in here. There are provisions
with regard to reporting which I think
are onerous, but they are workable and
we expand CRA.

Thousands of applications and thou-
sands of other activities that went on
that did not need CRA will and every
part and every branch of that holding
company will have to have a positive
CRA rating in order to accomplish it.
In this bill, we put teeth back in the
Fair Credit Reporting Act which had
been extracted several years ago. That
is an important consumer gain.

We have the Prime Act in here that
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. RUSH)
and Senator KENNEDY sponsored which
is so important to our local commu-
nities. There are a lot of good things in
this bill. The activity of the gentle-
woman from Colorado (Ms. DEGETTE)
with regards to spousal abuse is in this
particular bill.

But beyond that, of course, the pri-
vacy issue is the most interesting issue

of all, because many have raised this
great facade, but 2 years ago when a
bill was up here and some of the advo-
cates to it would have allowed us with
regards to being against this bill be-
cause it does not have enough privacy
protections in this found it in their
wisdom and hearts to vote for a bill
that had none in it.

In Minnesota we talk about pro-
tecting that one bank because they
trespassed or were thought to have
trespassed had to, of course, deal with
a CRA agreement or with regards to a
privacy agreement. I am concerned
about that one bank, but I was con-
cerned about the other 549 banks in
Minnesota that did not have any law
that would govern their particular pri-
vacy.

This covers all the banks in the Na-
tion and all the insurance firms in the
Nation and all the security firms in the
Nation and all the entities that are fi-
nancial in nature are covered under
this particular bill in terms of a pri-
vacy policy.

Now, even though it has taken 6
years to pass this, guess what? Next
year we are going to have to do some
more work. I hope that my colleagues
realize we have not worked ourselves
quite out of a job here yet. We may
have some imperfections in this legis-
lation, as there is in others. And I will
gladly confess that to my colleagues
that we are going to have to come back
and do additional work in this par-
ticular area. But we have a solid foun-
dation.

The principal provisions of this bill
which have recognized the rusting and
weakened and rotten chains of Glass-
Steagall are finally recognized, and
Congress is getting out in front and
rationalizing and putting a policy in
place in which our financial founda-
tion, a dysfunctional system, can work.
That is what this is really all about. I
think in the process of doing so, we
have advanced and improved consumer
provisions in this bill. We should be
proud to vote for it and proud to work
for the results, not simply polarization
that this Congress I think too often has
reflected. This year let us do some-
thing positive, let us vote for this bill.

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of this
conference report. This agreement, reached in
a difficult and wrangling 66 Member con-
ference between the two bodies with very dif-
ferent products, is a historic bill.

The conference report on S. 900 is a bal-
ance. It is a balance between the House-
passed bill and the Senate-passed bill. It is a
balance between competing industries. It is a
balance between bigger banks and smaller
banks. It is a balance between business and
consumer needs. It is a bill that does not allow
us to continue to stick our heads in the sand
with regard to the state of the financial serv-
ices industry and instead brings the law up to
date.

I worked upon and signed this conference
report on S. 900, the Financial Services Mod-
ernization Act, in an effort to pave a path for
the future that will provide financial opportuni-
ties for American consumers and communities

across this country and that will keep our fi-
nancial services sector competitive in the
world economy.

We have a new law that will remove the
rusted chains of Glass-Steagall and that will
help insure that consumers receive quality fi-
nancial services and new protections. The
measure removes the barriers preventing affili-
ation between banks, insurance and securities
entities and provides financial services firms
the choice of conducting certain financial ac-
tivities in bank holding company affiliates or in
subsidiaries of bank structures on a safe and
sound basis. The agreement will not under-
mine the national bank charter vis a vis state
banks, foreign banks, or the activities of U.S.
banks that have subsidiaries abroad with rel-
ative powers.

The conference agreement brought resolu-
tion to the differences over traditional bank se-
curities powers. We have successfully shut
down the commercial loophole by prohibiting
the sale of unitary thrifts to commercial enti-
ties. Functional regulation has been estab-
lished on matter from insurance sales to anti-
trust/anti-concentration law enforcement. Im-
portantly, the bill enhances the viability of
smaller community banks and financial entities
vital to extending services and credit through
our greater economy; rural and urban.

We do not have complete parity for affili-
ation between banks and insurance and secu-
rities firms with regard to commercial activities
because of the 15 year grandfather provisions.
We could have merged the bank and thrift
charters and merged the two deposit insur-
ance funds that remain separate in law today.
I would have also hoped that we could have
included fair housing compliance on insurance
affiliates, low-cost banking accounts and appli-
cation of Community Reinvestment Act-like re-
quirements on products that are similar to
bank products, such as mortgages. There are,
however, no perfect bills produced through the
Congressional process with 535 views in the
mix with the Administration’s phalanx of regu-
lators and policy works.

The focus of the lengthy and public debate
over this legislation has been the opening of
the financial services marketplace to new
competition and the reduction of barriers be-
tween financial services providers. It is equally
important that this bill is a positive step for our
constituents and the communities in which
they live, as well.

In general, there are inherent benefits of
being able to provide streamlined, one-stop
shopping with comprehensive services choices
for consumers. According to the Treasury De-
partment, financial services modernization
could mean as much as $15 billion annually in
savings to consumers. Hopefully, some of
these dollars will materialize. We also have
achieved other policy victories for consumers
across the country.

We have modernized the Community Rein-
vestment Act (CRA) in a positive manner. The
CRA was enacted by Congress in 1977 to
combat discrimination. The CRA encourages
federally-insured financial institutions to help
meet the credit needs of their entire commu-
nities by providing credit and deposit services
in the communities they serve on a safe and
sound basis—a basic reaffirmation of the pur-
pose of insured depository institutions. Accord-
ing to the National Community Reinvestment
Coalition, the law has helped bring more than
$1 trillion in commitments to these commu-
nities since its enactment. Across this great
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nation, organizations, belonging to NCRC,
ACORN, LISC, Enterprise, Neighborhood
Housing Services, and others, have engaged
CRA to work with their local financial institu-
tions to make their communities better places
to live.

Importantly, the conference agreement will
continue to ensure that CRA will remain es-
sential and relevant in a changing financial
marketplace. It is not everything I wanted or
supported during the several amendments
process. It does, however, further the goals of
the Community Reinvestment Act by requiring
that all of a holding company’s subsidiary de-
pository institutions have at least a ‘‘satisfac-
tory’’ CRA rating in order to affiliate as a Fi-
nancial Holding Company or to engage in any
of the new financial activities authorized under
this Act. This strengthens and modernizes the
reel of CRA in that current law does not have
a CRA satisfactory requirement for non-bank
activities in which banks now seek to engage.
The Federal Reserve Board has informed us
that thousands of applications have been ap-
proved without any CRA test that this bill will
apply. Further, according to the Treasury De-
partment, if a bank were to proceed without
having a satisfactory CRA, the regulators have
strong enforcement authority, including mone-
tary penalties, cease and desist and divesture,
that they could apply.

The Conference rightly rejected the other
body’s proposed small bank exemption and
safe harbor provisions for CRA. We did ac-
cept, however, a modified disclosure and re-
porting system. I strongly disagreed with the
burdensome, so-called ‘‘sunshine’’ and report-
ing provisions in the Senate bill. They certainly
raise the specter of harassment of pro-CRA
groups. However, very few would oppose
openness and public disclosure. Certainly, the
disclosure of information could spell out the ef-
fectiveness of these groups working so hard in
our communities and the effectiveness of the
CRA itself.

I believe the reporting requirements, al-
though improved, remain an extraordinarily dif-
ficult policy as structured in this measure. It no
doubt will be more of a burden to community
groups and banks who currently do not file
such status reports. However, we were able to
streamline the reporting requirements and to
limit who should file a report even as we gave
the regulators substantial authority to properly
oversee such provisions. We should be mind-
ful of the Administration’s and regulators’ ex-
pressions of good will to take a common
sense approach with regards to its implemen-
tation. Hopefully they will help make these dis-
closure and reporting requirements more
workable. Congress certainly must closely
monitor the implementation of these provisions
and their effects.

The conference report also contains two
studies: one evaluating business lines associ-
ated with CRA and another looking at the im-
pact of the changes or impact of this law on
CRA. I am concerned about the short turn-
around time of the report required of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board. I would hope that this im-
portant study of the default and profitability of
CRA loans will not be rushed to the point of
not doing an adequate or fair job solely to
meet an arbitrary deadline. Further, this study
should be inclusive and identify all loans (indi-
vidual, commercial or other) or activities that
would qualify or be given as credit to financial
institutions for CRA—and certainly not just to

those loads or actions that qualify under the
CRA reporting provisions of section 711 of the
Act.

Other positive consumer provisions include
the requirement that institutions ensure that
consumers are not confused about new finan-
cial products, along with strong anti-tying and
anti-coercion provisions governing the mar-
keting of financial products. A new program to
provide technical assistance to low income
micro-entrepreneurs, known as the PRIME
act, will be created with enactment of this
Conference Report. ATM fees will have to be
fully disclosed to consumers, not only on the
computer screen, but, also on the ATM ma-
chine itself.

I am disappointed that the conference com-
mittee rejected provisions I initiated which en-
couraged public meetings in the case of
mega-mergers between banks which both
have more than $1 billion in assets where
there may be a substantial public impact be-
cause of the larger merger. This would have
provided our constituents with the important
opportunity to express their views regarding
mega mergers and their impact in our commu-
nities.

As my colleagues are aware, this con-
ference report contains landmark financial pri-
vacy protections for consumers. Today, there
is no federal law to protect your privacy or to
stop the sale or sharing of your financial
records with third party companies. As many
in my home state of Minnesota learned this
year, not even credit card numbers are safe
from telemarketers unless we act in the con-
ference report to put in place substantive law.

With enactment of this agreement, Con-
gress will give consumers real choices to pro-
tect their financial privacy. This conference re-
port will provide some of the strongest privacy
provisions to ever be enacted into any federal
law. This agreement, based upon the strong
House provisions that I helped draft, has an
affirmative mandate upon all financial entities,
whether federal or state, so that all banks,
brokers, insurance companies, credit unions,
credit card companies, and many others must
protect your personal financial information.

Furthermore, consumers will have an impor-
tant choice of ‘‘opting-out’’ of most information
sharing with unaffiliated third parties. Financial
institutions will no longer be able to share your
customer account numbers or access codes
with unaffiliated third parties for the purpose of
telemarketing. When you open an account and
each year thereafter, you will receive a full dis-
closure of the privacy policies of your bank,
credit union, securities firm, mutual funds or
insurance companies. If the policy is not
strong enough, this gives you the choice to
choose a new company or to communicate
your concerns to that financial enterprise.

Importantly, this conference agreement pro-
vides that financial institutions have an affirm-
ative responsibility to protect and respect your
financial privacy. Federal regulators are given
the authority to set standards which guide the
regulated and which will protect the security
and confidentiality of a customer’s personal in-
formation.

We were successful in improving upon the
House provisions by agreeing to allow states
to give even more privacy protection to con-
sumers at their discretion. Stronger state laws
will not be preempted by this federal law. The
agreement also strengthens the Fair Credit
Reporting Act, giving bank regulators the abil-

ity to detect and enforce any violations of
credit reporting and consumer privacy, rees-
tablishing regulatory provisions and the related
enforcement powers essential to the same.

For the purposes like servicing accounts, or-
dering checks, selling loans to the secondary
market, giving consumers frequent flyer miles
and complying with federal laws, the agree-
ment sets out exceptions. In crafting regula-
tions to implement this law, the regulators
should do nothing to further any sharing of ac-
count numbers or encrypted access codes
which is not expressly conveyed through ‘‘opt-
in’’ permission from consumers prior to any
activity that would share such numbers. Fur-
ther, the regulators should not make any ex-
emptions that would make it possible for con-
sumers to opt in over the phone to a tele-
marketer regarding the sharing of their ac-
count number. Condoning such a practice
would simply reaffirm the status quo with re-
gard to those bad actors who would take ad-
vantage of the practice and avoid the clear in-
tent of the law.

As the regulators begin to shape appro-
priate exceptions in regulation, I entreat them
to look carefully at the statute and to the clear
intent to limit exceptions. Sharing with third
parties outside of the scope of these limited
exceptions should not be allowed. The legisla-
tion does attempt to provide some competitive
equality to smaller institutions vis a vis larger
affiliated structures without providing loopholes
which would invade consumers financial pri-
vacy. The regulators should not provide ex-
ceptions merely to make something easier for
financial institutions when it comes at the ex-
pense of the knowledge and benefit of con-
sumers.

Some have suggested that these major new
privacy protections be jettisoned because they
do not go far enough. Rejection would make
these unprecedented good privacy protections
the enemy of a skewed version of what is
best. To reverse the major strides made by
this legislation is to steal defeat from the jaws
of victory. If Congress says ‘‘no’’ to these new
privacy provisions, the result would be busi-
ness as usual. Tacitly agreeing to sell your
credit card numbers to telemarketers and per-
mitting your financial data to float around the
open market like the latest trade item on eBay
would be a set back for privacy.

Madam Speaker, what is clear is that a law
that requires consumer action is appropriate
but third party and affiliate ‘‘opt-out’’ is hardly
the first and last word in consumer rights. We
can do more and can do better. The fact is
that a number of consumers have such a right
of ‘‘opt-out’’ today under Fair Credit Reporting
Act or through voluntary institution policies.
Even with that opportunity in law and practice,
only a small fraction of individuals, less than 1
percent, exercise that option. Consumer
choice may give us a positive feeling of con-
trol and remedy but what does it really accom-
plish—what is the bottom line? Does it provide
results if only a fraction of 1% respond to the
celebrated ‘‘opt-out’’?

I do want to note something on the medical
privacy provisions that were deleted from the
House-passed bill, H.R. 10, in this conference
report. Mindful of the deep concerns raised by
our colleagues on the Commerce Committee
and many other outside the Congress, we fi-
nally deleted these admittedly less than per-
fect provisions in the bill in lieu of improving
them. The House approved a convoluted mo-
tion to instruct the conferees to do as much.
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I had and still have concerns about the leap
of faith that this action—deleting the provi-
sions—required. I hope that we will not be dis-
appointed a I note the recriminations that have
already been voiced by some.

I am pleased that the President has recently
proposed comprehensive privacy provisions as
a result of the Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act of 1996 (HIPAA) law and
hope that they will provide the protection we
sought to assure and that there are no loop-
holes for medical privacy with regard to finan-
cial institutions. Consumers should not be
forced to disclose and make public private
medical data just to get insurance coverage.
Although this legislation creates a new affili-
ated bank holding company structure that al-
lows insurance, banking and securities firms to
join, that must not translate into misuse and
abuse of medical records by insurance com-
panies and affiliates. No one should be able to
share private medical or genetic information to
base credit upon or for other unrelated pur-
poses.

Madam Speaker, we have been in the
trenches on this bill for the last five years, fol-
lowing more than 20 years of debate on finan-
cial modernization. We are at the goal line. I
again want to express my appreciation to
Chairman LEACH, Ranking Member LAFALCE,
Chairwoman, ROUKEMA, our counterparts in
the Senate, and all the respective staff, espe-
cially my personal staff, Larry J. Romans,
Kirsten Johnson-Obey, and Erin Sermeus for
their outstanding work, cooperation and pa-
tience on this important legislation. We worked
hard together to create a bipartisan product
that has gained the support of the Administra-
tion and that overcame the polarized Senate-
passed measure. The Financial Services Mod-
ernization Act of 1999 is a tremendous
achievement, if bittersweet from some reasons
mentioned. It is a solid foundation to build our
economy upon as we move into the next cen-
tury. I urge my colleagues to support the con-
ference report.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Madam Speaker, it
occurs to me that the one salutary as-
pect of this bill is that it may finally
provide the momentum to move us to
change the way we finance political
campaigns.

This bill, if nothing else, is a bril-
liant billboard for campaign finance re-
form. Seldom before has so much
money been spent by so few to the det-
riment of so many. If we just look at
the aspects of privacy alone, we see
what is going to happen to people in
this country. This bill creates huge
conglomerates, enormous financial
trusts, and it allows those financial
trusts and conglomerates to manipu-
late information back and forth inside
of those conglomerates and outside
with unaffiliated entities as well with
whom they share marketing agree-
ments.

People will be reduced to objects
locked in amber, to be examined mi-
nutely and manipulated carefully and
intricately to deprive them of their fi-
nancial resources. It is a mass move-
ment of money from one class to an-
other. It is a bad bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would like to announce that the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) has 2
minutes remaining, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE) has 2
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) has 4
minutes remaining.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK).

(Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks, and include extra-
neous material.)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Madam Speaker, this is half a bill, and
it is not enough. It does a very good job
of creating the conditions in which the
capitalist institutions can flourish, and
that is a good thing. We want capital
to move freely. We give the financial
institutions everything they have
asked for.

Having done that, it is especially in-
appropriate that this bill treats Com-
munity Reinvestment Act institutions,
volunteers, lower-income people, peo-
ple concerned about equity, as if they
were suspect. Now, the ranking mem-
bers of the committees in the House
and the Senate, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE) and Senator
SARBANES, tried to prevent this from
happening, but they were not success-
ful given the odds that they faced.

This bill is a very significant expan-
sion of financial institution activity,
and it is a grudging recognition of
CRA. Indeed, as the banks are deregu-
lated and give more freedom, low-in-
come volunteers who put effort into
trying to preserve some social fairness
in their communities are burdened
with excessive regulation.

It is entirely unfair for us in this
piece of legislation to express
unbounded confidence in the ability of
the financial institutions to make our
lives better and at the same time ex-
press suspicion of community invest-
ment groups. Because that is what this
bill does. It treats them, over the ob-
jections of many, but, nonetheless, it
treats them as if they were suspect. It
deregulates the banks and over-regu-
lates people whose only crime was to
offend powerful political interests be-
cause they cared about equity.

It is a paradigm of a mistake we
make too often here. Yes, we should
create the conditions in which cap-
italism can grow and enrich us all. But
we should know by now that capitalism
alone, the movement of capital,
unbounded will create wealth but it
will create inequities, it will create so-
cial problems.

And we must always be careful to ac-
company that, it is a lesson we should
have remembered from Franklin Roo-
sevelt, we should accompany that by
measures which empowers those who
are trying to offset some of the ill ef-
fects, who are trying to preserve some
social justice.

This bill does not do this. It gives a
complete Christmas list to the finan-

cial institutions but treats the people
who are trying very hard to preserve
some equity and some social justice as
children who would misbehave. We
should do better and we should reject
this bill and try it.

Madam Speaker, I ask that the very
thoughtful letter explaining how this
bill weakens the Community Reinvest-
ment Act be printed here.

NOVEMBER 4, 1999.
Congressman BARNEY FRANK,
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office

Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN FRANK: Having tracked

the so-called ‘‘financial modernization’’ leg-
islation currently pending before you
through both the House and Senate over the
last two years, we are writing to strongly
urge you to vote against the passage of this
bill.

This legislation stands to dramatically
alter the nation’s financial services industry
by allowing cross affiliation and redistrib-
uting powers among banks, securities, and
insurance companies. Despite serious mis-
givings regarding the impact this bill would
have on low and moderate-income commu-
nities and communities of color, we might
have been willing to accept these changes if
Congress simultaneously agreed to mod-
ernize the Community Reinvestment Act of
1977 (CRA). Currently applicable only to
banks, the CRA might have been strength-
ened by extending this obligation to securi-
ties and insurance companies as well as
newly authorized Wholesale Financial Insti-
tutions. This would have allowed commu-
nities like the ones we represent to build on
the success of the bank. CRA that has helped
to generate critically needed dollars for
home mortgages, rental housing, and com-
mercial/industrial real estate development.

We recognize that, throughout this debate,
supportive legislators—including members of
the Massachusetts delegation—worked to
support CRA and to limit the damaging
changes demanded by Senator Phil Gramm
(R-Texas) and other opponents. We therefore
very carefully reviewed the complicated
changes that were finally adopted in the con-
ference committee report. Unfortunately, we
have reached the conclusion that they do not
adequately serve the needs of the low and
moderate-income families and individuals
who live in the communities we serve.

Specifically, the current bill would hurt
these communities by:

—allowing cross affiliation between finan-
cial service companies without giving the
public opportunities to provide input
through an application process. The House
version that passed earlier this year would
have required public hearings for cross in-
dustry mergers and very large bank mergers.
This language is no longer included in the
bill.

—allow cross affiliation without extending
CRA requirements beyond banks. It is there-
fore possible for critical and substantial
lines of businesses to be shifted away from
banks and away from any CRA responsi-
bility.

—requiring no effective penalty for banks
that cross affiliate and do not maintain a
Satisfactory or higher CRA rating. Language
previously included in the conference com-
mittee report allowed federal regulators to
require divestiture for failure to maintain a
minimum Satisfactory CRA rating. This lan-
guage has been removed. Even if effective
penalties were included, the provision re-
quiring bank affiliates to maintain a Satis-
factory CRA rating is of limited use—98% of
all banks meet this standard because the
regulations require minimal CRA activities
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comparable to a bank’s competitors. Often,
banks can achieve such a rating despite an
obvious lack of adequate performance and a
failure to substantially invest in low and
moderate-income and minority commu-
nities.

—damaging the current CRA at its founda-
tion by extending the examination cycle for
all small banks. Federal examinations al-
ready lag behind the current schedules, often
by 18 or more months. Small banks, particu-
larly in rural areas, often need the most en-
couragement through a public input process
to help identify and meet the needs of the
low and moderate income communities.

—damaging the core of the CRA by signifi-
cantly discouraging public input into a
bank’s future CRA activities. Because of the
broad scope of the so-called ‘‘sunshine’’ pro-
vision, anyone who even raises the issue of
CRA with a bank and subsequently succeeds
in developing a cooperative and meaningful
(i.e., more than $10,000 value) CRA agree-
ment with that bank will be subject to bur-
densome reporting requirements under se-
vere penalties. Federal regulatory agencies
that often cite the lack of CRA comments in
a bank’s public file may soon be hard pressed
to find even a handful from those organiza-
tions who risk the cost of scrutiny. This will
lead to less information generated, particu-
larly from small grassroots organizations,
and possibly even more inflated CRA ratings.

—providing no regulatory monitoring or
enforcement of CRA commitments by banks
even if they are cited as a reason for ap-
proval for applications by the regulatory
agency. For example, in a recent case the
Federal Reserve cited Fleet Bank and
BankBoston’s $14 billion CRA commitment
as a reason to approve their merger. Yet, the
Fed would have no meaningful ability to
oversee this commitment and to encourage
compliance.

In summary, while this legislation may
not sound the death knell for CRA, it does
weaken its future health so substantially
that we must urge you to oppose its passage.

Sincerely,
MARC D. DRAISEN,

President/CEO, Massa-
chusetts Association
of CDCs.

TOM CALLAHAN,
Executive Director,

Massachusetts Af-
fordable Housing Al-
liance.

AARON GORNSTEIN,
Executive Director,

Citizens Housing
and Planning Asso-
ciation.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself the remaining time for
purposes of closing.

Madam Speaker and my colleagues, I
think we ought to look at what we are
doing here tonight. We are passing a
bill which is going to have very little
consideration, written in the dark of
night, without any real awareness on
the part of most of what it contains.

I just want to remind my colleagues
about what happened the last time the
Committee on Banking brought a bill
on the floor which deregulated the sav-
ings and loans. It wound up imposing
upon the taxpayers of this Nation
about a $500 billion liability. That is
what it cost to clean up that mess.

Now, at the same time, the banks by
engaging in questionable practices
wound up in a situation where the Fed
and the Treasury Department had to

bail them out also at the taxpayers’ ex-
pense. But it did not show.

Having said that, what we are cre-
ating now is a group of institutions
which are too big to fail.

b 2345

Not only are they going to be big
banks, but they are going to be big ev-
erything, because they are going to be
in securities and insurance, in issuance
of stocks and bonds and underwriting,
and they are also going to be in banks.
And under this legislation, the whole of
the regulatory structure is so obfus-
cated and so confused that liability in
one area is going to fall over into li-
ability in the next. Taxpayers are
going to be called upon to cure the fail-
ures we are creating tonight, and it is
going to cost a lot of money, and it is
coming. Just be prepared for those
events.

You are going to find that they are
too big to fail, so the Fed is going to be
in and other Federal agencies are going
to be in to bail them out. Just expect
that.

With regard to the privacy, let us
take a look at it. We are told about all
the protections for privacy that you
have here. If you want to have a good
laugh, laugh at it, because here is the
joke: The only thing the banks are
going to be required to say with regard
to what they are going to do with re-
gard to your privacy, and this is every-
thing, from your health to your finan-
cial situation, to everything else, is
‘‘we are going to stick it to you.’’ The
privacy that you are going to have
under this legislation is absolutely
nothing. And what is going to drive
that is going to be a simple fact, and
that is that the banks are all going to
be competing with the most diligence,
and the result will be that those pro-
tections are going to be manifested in
a race to the bottom.

Consumers, investors and the Amer-
ican public will have no protection to
their privacy whatsoever under this
bill. The only thing the banks have to
say and the other institutions have to
say is ‘‘we are going to stick it to
you.’’

Vote against the conference report.
Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, first of all, we are
about to vote on a bill, a bill voted on
earlier today and passed by the Senate
90 to 8. Insofar as my Democratic col-
leagues are concerned, 38 Democratic
Senators voted yes, 7 voted no.

There seems to be unanimity of opin-
ion that we should repeal Glass-
Steagall. There is a difference of opin-
ion though about certain other provi-
sions.

Let me try to point out something
quite clearly: This phenomenon of
merger and acquisition is taking place
today thousands and thousands of
times, but without the consumer pro-
tections that we have in this bill, with-
out the extension of CRA that we man-

date in this bill, without the privacy
protections that we create for the first
time under Federal law in this bill.

Horror stories have been presented.
Those horror stories exist under
present law. We change that in consid-
erable part. We do not go as far as the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL), the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) and I would like to
go, but I am not going to let our desire
to go much further preclude us from a
reality, the reality that we go farther
today in protecting privacy than we
ever have before, and it goes signifi-
cantly.

With respect to CRA, a Senate staffer
walked out of the final conference de-
liberations, the Senate staffer who op-
posed the nomination of Jerry Hawke,
because he was not strong enough on
CRA, as the present Democratic Comp-
troller of the Currency, and he said the
Senate caved on everything. They
would have repealed CRA for small
banks; they caved on that. They would
have created a safe harbor provision;
they caved on that. They would have
created intimidation and harassment
with respect to their disclosure and re-
porting requirements; they caved on
that. They would have said you could
not examine banks. We insisted upon
full, total, regulatory discretion to ex-
amine any bank whenever there is rea-
sonable cause to do so. The Senate
caved on that.

This is a victory for the consumer,
for communities, and for the mod-
ernization of our financial services in-
dustry.

Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON) The gentleman from Iowa is
recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, with
change there are always doubts, but
what is the truth about this bill? Let
me affirm what the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE) and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO)
have just noted. This bill solidifies,
rather than weakens, CRA. No bank is
exempted from community reinvest-
ment responsibilities. No bank may
take on any new powers without a sat-
isfactory CRA rating. All banks must
maintain a continuing CRA obligation.
If not, if any fall out of compliance, no
new activities or acquisitions will be
allowed.

Regarding privacy, let me say that
seldom has this body heard such doubt-
ful hyperbole. This bill, for the first
time, bars financial institutions from
disclosing customer account numbers
or access codes to unaffiliated third
parties for telemarketing purposes.
This bill, for the first time, enables
customers of financial institutions to
opt out of having their personal finan-
cial information shared with unaffili-
ated third parties. This bill, for the
first time, makes it a Federal crime
punishable by up to 5 years in prison to
obtain or attempt to obtain private
customer financial information
through fraudulent or deceptive means.
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These provisions apply to banks, se-

curities companies and insurance
firms. They also apply to mortgage
companies, finance companies, travel
agencies and credit card companies.

As far as enforcement, the act sub-
jects financial institutions to punish-
ments that include termination of
FDIC insurance, removal of officers
and civil penalties up to $1 million or 1
percent of the assets of the institu-
tions. These provisions are powerful.
The penalties are severe.

To vote against this legislation is to
vote against the most powerful privacy
provisions ever brought before this
floor. This is a balanced, pro-consumer,
pro-privacy bill, and I urge its adop-
tion.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, today I rise in support of H.R. 10,
the Financial Services Competition Act of
1999 and S. 900 the Financial Services Mod-
ernization Conference Report. I would addi-
tionally like to acknowledge the hard work of
the Banking and Commerce Committees, as
well as the House-Senate conferees. How-
ever, I would be remiss if I did not mention
some of the important concerns that I also
have with this legislation. First, let me mention
some of the positive aspects of the bill. I sup-
port the idea of updating the rules that our Na-
tion’s financial institutions operate under to
bring their activity in line with the realities of
life in today’s America.

Today’s report represents groundbreaking fi-
nancial services legislation that would dis-
mantle many of the Depression era laws cur-
rently hindering the financial services industry
from engaging in a modern global market-
place. This measure would further permit
streamlining of the financial service industry
thereby creating one-stop shopping with com-
prehensive services choices for consumers.
This streamlining of financial services will not
only mean increased consumer confidence, it
would also mean increased savings for con-
sumers. The Treasury Department estimates
that financial services modernization could
mean as much as $15 billion annually in sav-
ings to consumers.

Many provisions of the Community Rein-
vestment Act (CRA) remain in the conference
report. The CRA, enacted in 1977 to combat
discrimination in lending practices, encourages
federally insured financial institutions to help
meet the credit needs of their entire commu-
nities by providing credit and deposit services
in the communities they serve. Indeed, in
many respects, the conference report
strengthens the CRA. Under this measure,
CRA would be extended to the newly created
wholesale financial institutions, which are insti-
tutions that could only accept deposits above
$100,000 and are not FDIC-insured. Addition-
ally, the conference report, provides consumer
protection provisions that require institutions to
ensure that consumers are not confused about
new financial products along with strong anti-
tying and anti-coercion provisions governing
the marketing of financial products. Further,
the bill requires that all of a holding company’s
subsidiary depository institutions have at least
a ‘‘satisfactory’’ CRA rating in order to affiliate
as a financial holding company and in order to
maintain that affiliation.

Madam Speaker, CRA is a success story.
Between 1993 and 1997, the number of home

purchase loans to African-Americans soared
62 percent; Hispanics saw an increase of 58
percent, Asian-Americans nearly 30 percent;
and loans to Native Americans increased by
25 percent. Since 1993, the number of home
mortgages extended to low- and moderate-in-
come borrowers has risen to low- and mod-
ern-income borrowers has risen by 38 percent.
Indeed, in my District, Hispanic students from
the East End District of Houston historically
have had a high dropout rate. Using funds
made available by the CRA, the Tejano Cen-
ter for Community Concerns built the Raul
Yzaguirre School for Success to meet the spe-
cial needs of students from low-income fami-
lies in this inner-city neighborhood. This
school has performed outstandingly in its 3
years in existence. In fact, over the past 2
years, the school’s students average Texas
assessment of academic skills scores in-
creased 18 to 20 percent.

Madam Speaker, while I am happy with the
protections granted to CRA by this Financial
Modernization Conference Report I also have
serious concerns. This bill does not contain a
CRA sunshine provision, which is the most
troublesome part of the bill for many commu-
nity groups. This may have a profoundly
chilling effect on community groups’ efforts to
forge partnerships with banks in their local
communities. This bill also falls short of in-
creasing protections to CRA by rewriting the
rules for the financial services industry, thus,
creating a new creature called a financial hold-
ing company, with tremendous new powers. I
hope that this new entity will meet the financial
service needs of low and moderate income
and minority Americans. This bill also falls
short in adequately protecting customers of
banks affiliated with insurance companies that
have a track record of illegal discrimination
under the Fair Housing Act.

Additionally, the conference report does not
extend the CRA to non-banking financial com-
panies that affiliate with banks. Specifically,
the conference report does not require securi-
ties companies, insurance companies, real es-
tate companies and commercial and industrial
affiliates engaging in lending or offering bank-
ing products to meet the credit, investment
and consumer needs of the local communities
they serve. The exclusion of nonbank affili-
ates’ banking and lending products from the
CRA is significant because businesses such
as car makers and credit card companies, se-
curities firms and insurers are increasingly be-
having like banks by offering products such as
FDIC-insured depository services, consumer
loans, as well as debit and commercial loans.
Additionally, private investment capital is de-
creasingly covered by CRA requirements.
Making it more difficult for underserved rural
and urban communities to access badly need-
ed capital for housing, economic development
and infrastructure.

Madam Speaker, I am also troubled by the
fact that the conference report did not address
key concerns by Democrats to address issues
such as redlining, stronger financial and med-
ical record privacy safeguards and community
lending. There is a study however, included in
the conference report that calls for the Treas-
ury Department of look at the extent to which
services have been provided to low-income
communities as a result of CRA. This study
will be due 2 years after the enactment of this
bill. If this study shows that this bill has had
a negative impact on low income communities
I will revise my position for this bill.

Lastly some of the other provisions of this
conference report that I support are the do-
mestic violence discrimination prohibition
which states that the status of an applicant or
insured as a victim shall not be considered as
criterion in any decision with regard to insur-
ance underwriting; the privacy protection for
customers information of financial institutions
provision; the study of information sharing
among financial affiliates; and the fair treat-
ment of women by financial advisers. Both our
financial service laws and consumer protection
laws need to be modernized. On balance, the
measure, is a positive step in the right direc-
tion to achieve this goal. I urge my colleagues
to join with me in supporting this bill.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Speaker, today, we are
considering a measure which is long overdue.
The Financial Services Modernization Act will
help keep the American finance industry com-
petitive and at the same time provide one-stop
shopping for consumers. I recognize that the
bill the House is debating today is the product
of nearly 20 years of effort and compromise.
It is a good bill, but it is not a perfect bill.

In particular, I want to comment on two key
sections of this bill. The provisions of this bill
dealing with the Community Reinvestment Act
(CRA) ensure the continuation of this vital pro-
gram, but they could have been stronger.
Under this agreement, the Community Rein-
vestment Act will continue to apply to all
banks. Further, for the first time a bank’s rat-
ing under CRA will be considered when it
seeks to expand into new financial activities.
However, I would have liked to see more
banks covered under the CRA. The $250 mil-
lion asset threshold in the conference report
has the effect of giving too many banks a 5-
year ‘‘safe harbor’’ from CRA examinations.
The conferees would have done better to hold
to the more reasonable $100 million threshold
included in the House-passed bill.

I am also concerned about the privacy pro-
tections contained in this legislation. In a word,
these protections are inadequate. Consumers
should have the right to control who has ac-
cess to their personal financial information.
The privacy provisions contained in this legis-
lation are an improvement over current law,
but they don’t go far enough. It is vital that
Congress take additional steps to address this
concern and I look forward to working with my
colleagues on this.

Despite these concerns, I want to com-
pliment the extraordinary effort that went into
crafting this compromise. I urge my colleagues
to support the Conference Report on Financial
Services Modernization.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, the ‘‘State-
ment of Managers’’ on the financial services
modernization bill, S. 900, contains an inac-
curate description of the medical records pro-
vision that was in the House version of the bill,
H.R. 10, but not in S. 900. The statement
claims that the provision ‘‘requires insurance
companies and their affiliates to protect the
confidentiality of individually identifiable cus-
tomer health and medical and genetic informa-
tion.’’ In fact, the medical records language in
H.R. 10 represented a major invasion of the
privacy of millions of Americans.

The language would have allowed health in-
surers to disclose health records without the
consent or knowledge of the affected indi-
vidual for a broad range of purposes, none of
which were defined in the bill. These purposes
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included ‘‘insurance underwriting,’’ ‘‘partici-
pating in research projects,’’ and ‘‘risk control,’’
among a long list of others.

Under H.R. 10, any health insurer could
have sold or disclosed the records of its pa-
tients to any health, life, disability, or other in-
surance company without the individual’s
knowledge or consent. The provision also al-
lowed health insurers to sell or disclose pa-
tient records for any ‘‘research project,’’
whether it was research into credit ratings of
the patients or research of mental health serv-
ices to Members of Congress.

The medical records language in H.R. 10
also excluded essential privacy protections.
For example, the provision failed to place any
restrictions on law enforcement access to
health records; provide individuals the right to
access or inspect their health records; provide
individuals the ability to seek redress when
their privacy rights are violated; or prevent en-
tities that obtained health information under
the bill from redisclosing the information to
third parties, including to employers, to news-
papers, or for marketing purposes.

Because of the serious flaws with H.R. 10’s
medical records provision, groups representing
millions of individuals across the country op-
posed the language. Physicians, nurses, pa-
tients, consumers, psychiatrists, other profes-
sional mental health counselors, and employ-
ees groups, as well as privacy advocates, and
organizations representing individuals with dis-
abilities, individuals with rare diseases, individ-
uals with AIDS, and senior citizens, among
others, all opposed this language. These
groups included the American Medical Asso-
ciation, the American Psychiatric Association,
the American Nurses Association, the Chris-
tian Coalition, the American Federation of
State, County and Municipal Employees, the
American Association of Retired Persons, and
the Consumers Coalition for Health Privacy,
among scores of others.

Further, 21 State attorneys general stated
that the medical records provisions would per-
mit ‘‘widespread use and disclosure of sen-
sitive information without the individual’s
knowledge or consent, while providing only
limited remedies for violations and no appar-
ent limitations on re-disclosure.’’ Editorial
boards at newspapers including the Los Ange-
les Times, The Washington Post, The Chicago
Tribune, and USA Today also opposed H.R.
10’s medical records language.

I am pleased that S. 900 does not contain
the anti-privacy medical records language that
was in H.R. 10. However, while the omission
of this provision prevents damage to peoples’
privacy rights, there remains a need to ad-
dress the lack of comprehensive privacy pro-
tection for Americans’ health records.

The medical privacy regulations proposed
by the Administration last week mark a step
forward in establishing meaningful Federal
medical privacy protections. The regulations,
however, are limited by statutory constraints.
Congress can and must act to build on the
foundation established by the proposed regu-
lations to ensure comprehensive medical pri-
vacy protection. I will continue to work to
achieve that goal.

Mr. SANDLIN. Madam Speaker, today
marks a historical day in the world of financial
services. Passage of the S. 900/H.R. 10 con-
ference report will allow consumers to benefit
from improvements in the financial services
system while protecting their privacy with un-

precedented, extensive safeguards. I sup-
ported H.R. 10 when it passed the House in
July, and I strongly support the conference re-
port today.

This conference report is good news for
consumers. It would expand the Community
Reinvestment Act and ensure that new, ex-
panded institutions are held to the high stand-
ard of CRA. In addition, it would protect con-
sumer privacy as never before.

The Financial services conference report is
supported by big and small banks alike as well
as by the securities and insurance industries
because it would overhaul depression-era law
that only increase costs for consumers, inhibit
competition, and stifle innovation. This bill will
ensure that consumers can reap the benefits
of the changing financial services marketplace.

Perhaps the most significant victory for con-
sumers contained in this legislation is an un-
precedented level of privacy protections.
When this conference report is passed, these
provisions will represent the most comprehen-
sive federal privacy protections ever enacted
by Congress. Moreover, this bill allows pre-
emption of state laws in the event their privacy
protections are even stronger.

Without its passage, banks will continue to
expand their operations without statutory pri-
vacy protections and without enhanced com-
munity reinvestment provisions. A vote for this
bill is vote for consumer privacy and commu-
nity development alike. The benefits to con-
sumers and to the American economy will be
enormous, and I urge my colleagues to pass
this landmark legislation.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Madam Speaker, I rise to
support and speak about the financial services
modernization conference report pending be-
fore us.

In general, because the financial services
industry is undergoing sweeping changes—
driven in part by domestic market forces, inter-
national competition, regulatory judgments,
and technological advances—we need to up-
date our federal laws. The compromise legis-
lation that we are considering represents a
reasoned, middle ground that strikes an ap-
propriate balance by treating all segments of
the financial services industry—banking, secu-
rities, and insurance—fairly and equitably.
Among other things, this bill should increase
competition, promote innovation, lower con-
sumer costs, and allow the United States to
maintain its world leadership in the financial
services industry. From my perspective, this
legislation also benefits consumers and pro-
tects them pragmatically, although not per-
fectly.

The bill that we are voting on today contains
a number of important elements that should
be enacted into law.

First, the legislation takes prudent steps
to prevent the indiscriminate mixing of
banking and commerce. As a result, we will
prevent the development of the cozy rela-
tionships between financial firms and com-
mercial companies that helped lead to the
disruption of the Japanese banking system
earlier this decade.

Additionally, the legislation preserves the
viability of the national bank charter and
the role of the Treasury Department in regu-
lating our financial system.

The bill further establishes functional
lines of financial regulation. As a result, reg-
ulators who know the financial activities
best will oversee them.

Consumers will also receive new protec-
tions for their financial privacy as a result of

this bill. For the first time, all financial in-
stitutions will have an ‘‘affirmative and con-
tinuing obligation’’ to respect the privacy of
their customers, and the security and con-
fidentiality of their personal information.
Additionally, when a customer first opens an
account—and at least annually thereafter—
financial institutions must clearly and con-
spicuously disclose their privacy policies and
practices.

The bill additionally protects and im-
proves our community development laws.
The legislation specifically states that
‘‘[n]othing in this Act shall be construed to
repeal any provision of the Community Rein-
vestment Act of 1977.’’ Moreover, as a result
of this soon-to-be law, banks will only be
able to enter into new activities or merge if
they are well capitalized, well managed, and
in compliance with CRA.

Finally, the legislation includes a number
of other important consumer protections
such as prohibitions against coercive sales
practices, and mandatory disclosures abut
the potential risks and the uninsured status
of investment products and insurance poli-
cies. Banks must also make full disclosures
of ATM fees.

Each of these changes to current law is im-
portant, and Congress should pass this legis-
lation to enact them.

FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK SYSTEM REFORM

During the deliberations over this legislation,
I also sought to ensure that every community
shared in the rewards of financial moderniza-
tion. As a result, this bill helps to guarantee
that community banks will not be crowded out
of the financial marketplace of tomorrow. The
report before us grants community banks the
same powers and rights that larger financial
institutions have accumulated through regu-
latory orders, and allows them to organize in
a manner that best fits an institution’s busi-
ness plans. Additionally, I assiduously worked
to ensure that this legislation would not place
small financial institutions at a competitive dis-
advantage.

Another way that the bill helps small banks
to compete and small communities to thrive is
found in Title VI. I am especially pleased that
this compromise agreement makes significant
strides in updating the Federal Home Loan
Bank (FHL.Bank) system. The bill ensures a
vibrant system able to meet the challenges of
the next century with modern rules and state-
of-the-art financial products. America’s home-
buyers, small business owners, small farmers,
and small communities will benefit from a rein-
vigorated FHL.Bank system.

Specifically, the legislation establishes vol-
untary membership on equal terms and condi-
tions for all eligible institutions. The bill also
expands access to FHL.Bank advances for
community financial institutions, which are
banks and thrifts with less than $500 million in
assets. The changes in allowable collateral for
FHL.Bank advances for community financial
institutions pave the way for enhanced tar-
geted economic development lending.

There was much need for this reform. Even
though Congress authorized economic devel-
opment lending in 1989 and the Federal Hous-
ing Finance Board (Finance Board) wrote per-
missive rules to encourage it, the system’s
collateral laws severely restricted such effects.
It was as if we were simultaneously saying,
‘‘go make these loans, but they are illegal to
use as collateral.’’ Now, as a result of this bill,
a framework is in place for community finan-
cial institutions to offer safe, sound, and fully
collateralized economic development loans. I
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expect the FHL.Ba÷nks and the Finance
Board to prioritize the system’s economic de-
velopment efforts.

Additionally, the legislation creates a flexible
capital structure that is based on the actual
risk of the system and not on antiquated sub-
scription capital rules. This new, more perma-
nent, capital system features two classes of
stock, a revised leverage ratio, and the param-
eters for establishing a risk-based capital
standard. In short, these changes—which
come as a result of a true bipartisan effort—
reflect the House-passed product, which called
for the creation of a modern capital system as
opposed to another study of capital plans by
the General Accounting Office.

The modernization of the capital structure
will be important as the FHLBank system fos-
ters increased competition among lenders and
assists well-capitalized community banks in
obtaining stable and attractive sources of
funding. These increases in liquidity will also
translate into increased support for community
and economic development lending within
America’s rural and urban neighborhoods. Ad-
ditionally, the capital modifications will alleviate
some of the pressure to arbitrage excess cap-
ital to earn competitive returns for member in-
stitutions.

The bill additionally modifies the formula
used to allocate the $300 million per year in
the Resolution Funding Corporation
(REFCorp) obligations of the FHLBank sys-
tem. In crafting the legislation, we sought to
find a fair and equitable way to allocate the
obligation, without increasing or decreasing
the FHLBanks’ overall contribution to resolving
the savings and loan crisis. While switching to
a flat percentage of net income is an improve-
ment, the 20 percent figure ultimately adopted
by the conference is not budget neutral and
will significantly increase the FHLBanks’ an-
nual payments. For example, under current
estimates, next year the FHLBanks will pay 33
percent more toward their REFCorp obligation
than in 1999. This was not the intended pur-
pose of the change. The intended purpose
was to promote stability for the FHLBanks.

Title VI also addresses governance issues.
The bill delegates to the FHLBanks a number
of day-to-day management issues such as
setting dividends, establishing requirements
for advances, and determining employee com-
pensation. As the FHLBank system modern-
izes, these prudent measures will allow the Fi-
nance Board to focus its attention more in-
tensely on safety and soundness concerns.
More regional control is still proper and should
be sought for the FHLBanks regarding various
management decisions, such as determining a
director’s compensation. The conference com-
mittee also went too far in decentralizing some
governance functions. For example, the legis-
lation now allows for the direct election of the
Chair and Vice Chair by each FHLBank’s
Board of Directors. The continued appointment
of the Chair and Vice Chair by the Finance
Board would help to ensure that the govern-
ment-sponsored enterprise focuses on its pub-
lic mission.

Although I would have preferred that the
legislation include an Economic Development
Program (EDP) for FHLBanks, the conference
ultimately decided not to include one at this
time. An EDP, modeled after the highly suc-

cessful Affordable Housing Program, has merit
and could finally allow the FHLBanks to do for
economic development lending as they did for
housing finance. I will therefore continue to
pursue the issue of creating an EDP for the
FHLBanks after we pass this bill into law
today.

In sum, the Federal Home Loan Bank Sys-
tem Modernization Act of 1999 contained in
the bill takes some important and positive
steps in modernizing the laws and rules gov-
erning the FHLBanks. There remains, how-
ever, a need for some additional refinements,
and I will work diligently with other Members
of Congress to enact them into law in the fu-
ture.

LONG-TERM CONCERNS

A sweeping, industry-wide regulatory reform
bill like this one rarely comes along. Just as
was the case after we enacted the Tele-
communications Act of 1996, unintended con-
sequences will occur. Among my concerns are
the consequences of an ever-evolving global
financial system, the effects of the bill on mar-
ket concentration, and the insufficiency of pri-
vacy protections.

Our financial services marketplaces are in-
creasingly global. If managed effectively,
Americans ought to benefit from the new com-
petitive companies created by this legislation
by receiving more and better goods and serv-
ices at a lower cost. Although this legislation
promotes competition in our domestic markets,
it does little to respond to the potential dan-
gers resulting from economic globalization.
Jeffrey Garten, a former Clinton Administration
Under Secretary of Commerce for Internal
Trade, recently published an opinion piece in
the New York Times on this point. In it he
ponders how a sovereign nation responds ef-
fectively to problems when politics are national
and business is global. Now that we have
passed this bill, Congress needs to spend
more time strengthening the ability of the
worldwide financial system.

A wave of acquisitions and mergers in the
financial services industry will also result from
this bill. Consequently, I am worried about the
concentration of wealth and power in the
hands of a few powerful individuals and com-
panies. Moreover, such concentrations could
result in new risks. In a recent speech, Fed-
eral Reserve Board Chairman Alan Greenspan
said that megabanks are becoming ‘‘complex
entities that create the potential for unusually
large systemic risks in the national and inter-
national economy should they fail.’’ In short,
we need to attentively watch our changing fi-
nancial marketplace in order to protect con-
sumers from potential abuses of corporate
power and guard taxpayers against another
bailout like the savings and loan crisis of the
1980s.

Finally, although this bill contains the strong-
est federal privacy protections ever enacted
into law, I have reservations. The passage of
this legislation does not diminish the need for
Congress to develop and enact comprehen-
sive legislation in this area in the future. Dra-
matic transformations in the financial services
industry suggest that the flow of information is
no longer limited to notes penned on an appli-
cation, paper compiled in a folder, or com-
ments entered into a passbook. The rise of
computerized financial networks allows cor-

porations to amass detailed information in
electronic files and share these data with oth-
ers. While such databases may help busi-
nesses to better serve their customers, they
can also result in a loss of confidentiality.
Even though the conference agreement con-
tains new federal rules allowing consumers to
op-out of sharing their information with third
parties, we must take further action once we
understand this electronic revolution more
completely.

Although we may be completing our work
today, it is important for us to remain vigilant
in each of these areas. I, for one, plan to con-
tinue to closely monitor and carefully examine
each of these issues.

CLOSING

Madam Speaker, in closing, I wish to thank
Chairman LEACH and Ranking Member LA-
FALCE for their strong leadership and bipar-
tisan efforts to shepherd this complex bill
through the legislative process. I also want to
thank my colleague RICHARD BAKER, who
serves as the Chairman of the Subcommittee
on Capital Markets, Securities, and Govern-
ment Sponsored Enterprises on which I am
the Ranking member. Congressman BAKER

and I have worked for more than five years to
enact legislation to modernize the Federal
Home Loan Bank system, and I am grateful
for his advice and counsel in achieving this
goal. Our success in seeing this issue through
demonstrates the positive results one can
achieve when Democrats and Republicans put
politics aside and work cooperatively to
achieve a public policy goal.

This conference report is the culmination of
more than 20 years of work on the part of
Congress, several Administrations, and federal
financial regulators to create a more rational
and balanced structure to sustain our nation’s
financial services sector. While I may have
concerns about market concentration,
globalization, and privacy, overall this is a
good package that effectively modernizes our
domestic financial system, while ensuring
strong protections for consumers and commu-
nities. I support this bill.

Mr. CAPUANO. Madam Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the conference report for S. 900,
the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Financial Services
Modernization Act. While I do believe that our
financial regulatory structure needs to be
adapted to respond to the rapidly changing
global marketplace, we should not abandon
several core principles. Unfortunately, I believe
this bill falls short in several important areas.

In particular, the bill fails to adequately mod-
ernize the Community Reinvestment Act to
keep up with the changing financial landscape.
The bill does make the CRA a condition of
new affiliations, and requires a satisfactory or
better CRA rating for banks that are offering
new financial products. However, the bill does
not subject insurance companies, investment
firms, or other financial services companies
that take deposits and make loans subject to
the CRA. This will greatly lessen the impact of
CRA as more and more individuals do their
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‘‘banking’’ through financial services conglom-
erates.

The bill also includes an onerous CRA
‘‘Sunshine’’ provisions that will subject com-
munity groups to burdensome new regula-
tions. I agree that there should be account-
ability on CRA agreements. Unfortunately, the
bill mandates substantial reporting require-
ments for community groups and penalties for
non-compliance, but offers the regulators no
authority to enforce the CRA agreement itself.
We should be punishing the bad actors, but
most community groups are doing their best to
provide much-needed resources to low- and
moderate-income communities throughout the
country. They deserve our continued support.

There has been considerable discussion re-
garding this legislation’s impact on the per-
sonal privacy of Americans. I believe that we
have a fundamental right to privacy of our per-
sonal financial information. While the bill does
take some small steps to protect that right, fi-
nancial services companies will still be able to
share this information between affiliates. At
the very least, Americans, should be given the
opportunity of ‘‘opting out’’ of having their per-
sonal information shared between financial
services firms. Not all customers will exercise
that right. However for those who believe their
information should not be shared under any
circumstances, this simple choice should be
available.

The bill also does not include an important
amendment that we passed in the House
Banking Committee. This amendment, spon-
sored by my colleague from California, Con-
gresswoman LEE, would have prohibited insur-
ance firms that were in violation of the Fair
Housing Act from affiliating with other financial
services companies. This simple amendment
would require that these firms abide by the
laws of this nation before they were allowed to
expand. Unfortunately, this provision was re-
moved without a vote before the bill came to
the floor of the House.

This legislation makes sweeping changes to
the way financial services are delivered and
regulated in this country. I will continue to
work for these simple protections for con-
sumers and our communities, and I urge my
colleagues to vote against this measure until
these concerns are addressed.

Ms. ESHOO. Madam Speaker, I plan to
vote for the Financial Service Modernization
Act Conference Report because I think there
are some very important things for the Amer-
ican people. The new financial structure that
the bill creates will provide consumers greater
choice and efficiency. However, I also wish to
state my deep concerns with the privacy provi-
sions in the bill.

Every American cherishes their personal pri-
vacy. Whether in our homes, shopping with
our credit cards, or surfing the web, we expect
to be able to control who has access to our
private lives.

A 1978 study by the Center for Social and
Legal Research found that 64 percent of
Americans were ‘‘very concerned’’ about
threats to their privacy. By 1998, those con-
cerned had risen to 88 percent. In a recent
AARP study, 78% of respondents said they
believe that current federal and state laws are
not strong enough to protect their privacy from
businesses that collect information about con-
sumers.

We had an opportunity in the Financial
Services Modernization Act to restore con-

fidence to the American people by establishing
high standards to protect the privacy of finan-
cial records and information. In the Commerce
Committee, we unanimously adopted a provi-
sion that would have given Americans the
right to say no to the sale or transfer of their
most personal financial information.

Unfortunately, the privacy provisions in this
conference Report are very different. The bill
allows banks to create huge financial struc-
tures that include everything from insurance
companies to marketing and travel agencies,
among which private customer information can
be freely shared.

Moreover, the bill allows banks to sell pri-
vate information to any entity, whether it’s a
part of the financial structure or not, as long
as they enter into a ‘‘joint agreement to per-
form services or functions on behalf of the
bank.’’ This includes marketing and the con-
sumer does not have the right to say no.

I’m concerned that the privacy provisions in
the Financial Services bill threaten to take us
down a path where our bank managers know
as much about us as our doctors and tele-
marketers know as much about us as our
mortgage companies. The American consumer
should have the right to opt out of their private
financial information being sold or transferred
to outside third parties and affiliates without
their knowledge or permission. Thus, I urge
the banks and financial services industry to go
beyond what is required of them in this legisla-
tion and to enact policies that will provide
comprehensive and meaningful protection of
their customers’ private records.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in support of S. 900, the Financial Serv-
ices Modernization Bill. This is indeed a mo-
mentous day as we prepare to pass this his-
toric legislation.

S. 900 achieves many goals in financial
modernization to better serve consumers and
businesses. The measure creates one-step
shopping for bank accounts, insurance policies
and securities transactions, requires banks to
disclose bank surcharges on ATM machines
and on the screens of ATM machines before
a transaction is made, and ensures that banks
lend to all segments of their communities with
the continued applicability of the Community
Reinvestment Act.

I was particularly proud to be a conferee on
the financial privacy section of this bill. After
months of negotiations, we have crafted, what
I believe, is a strong provision which will en-
hance the privacy that consumers want and
deserve. Four provisions in particular evidence
the achievements in the bill.

The first provision addresses disclosure re-
quirements. Currently, financial institutions do
not have to disclose their financial privacy pro-
visions to their customers. Consumers have a
right to know what the policy is, and S. 900
will require these institutions to inform all new
customers of their policy and to update exist-
ing customers at least once a year.

Second, the bill allows in most instances for
consumers to ‘‘opt-out’’ of their financial insti-
tution’s information sharing agreements with
unaffiliated third parties. This arrangement
strikes a balance between protecting con-
sumer privacy and facilitating regular financial
activities.

Third, the measure expressly prohibits finan-
cial institutions including banks, savings and
loans, credit unions, securities firms and insur-
ance companies, from disclosing a customer’s

bank account or credit card numbers to unaf-
filiated third parties for telemarketing, direct
mail marketing or electronic mail purposes.

And finally, this legislation bans, with minor
safety exceptions, the despicable practice
known as pretext calling. This blatantly crimi-
nal activity in which an individual impersonates
another in order to trick an institution into pro-
viding confidential information, would be pun-
ishable by both imprisonment and fines.

I applaud the hard work and dedication of
the Conferees from the House and the Sen-
ate, as well as the Department of the Treas-
ury, the Federal Reserve and the White
House. Without this cooperation, we would not
be here today voting on S. 900. I encourage
my colleagues to join with me and vote for the
Financial Services Modernization bill, S. 900.

Mr. BEREUTER. Madam Speaker, this
Member rises today to express his enthusi-
astic support for the S. 900 Conference Re-
port, which he signed as a conferee. Today
marks the near-end of the two decade journey
toward financial modernization.

At the outset, this Member would like to
thank and commend the distinguished chair-
man of the Banking Committee and the Chair-
man of the S. 900 Conference Committee for
Iowa [Mr. LEACH], for his successful, con-
sensus-building leadership role in guiding fi-
nancial modernization through a maze of com-
plexities to the consideration of the S. 900
Conference Report today. In addition, the
ranking member from New York [Mr. LAFALCE]
also deserves to be commended for his role in
the S. 900 Conference Report. Moreover, the
leadership of the House Commerce Com-
mittee and also the Senate Banking Com-
mittee should be applauded for their collective
role in the joint effort of financial moderniza-
tion.

While there are many reasons to support
the S. 900 Conference Report, this Member
will enumerate eight reasons. First, this meas-
ure illustrates that a Federal statutory change
in financial law is imperative. Second, the S.
900 Conference Report has provisions which
will be of greater importance to rural, commu-
nity banks, which there are many in this Mem-
ber’s congressional district. Third, this meas-
ure will allow financial companies, to offer a
diverse number of financial products to their
customers. Fourth, this conference report will
have a distinct, positive effect on consumers.
Fifth, this legislation will provide the first, Fed-
eral consumer financial privacy legislation.
Sixth, this legislation allows for no mixing of
banking and commerce through a commercial
basket. Seventh, this measure balances the
interest of a state in regulating insurance with
that of an ability of a national bank to sell in-
surance. Finally, the S. 900 Conference Re-
port is necessary to keep the United States in
its preeminent position in the world, financial
marketplace.

1. First, a Federal statutory change in finan-
cial law is imperative because Congress must
call a halt to the recent trend of financial mod-
ernization through regulatory fiat and judicial
consent, instead we need to modernize the
nation’s banking laws through statute.

As a matter of fact, on the first day of Bank-
ing Committee consideration of financial mod-
ernization legislation in 1998, during the 105th
Congress, this Member stated: ‘‘Once more,
we start an effort to modernize our financial in-
stitutions structure. It is an effort we have tried
before and must begin someplace. It should
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begin in the House, and so I commend you,
Chairman LEACH, for launching this effort. We
need to do this. We need to face up to our re-
sponsibilities as a legislative body. There is no
doubt about that.’’

2. This Member supports the S. 900 Con-
ference Report as it will provide great benefits
to rural, community banks. Three particular
provisions demonstrate this.

A. The unitary thrift charter is of significant
concern to Nebraska community banks. One
of the reasons this Member is unequivocally
opposed to the existence of this unitary thrift
charter is because of its mixing of thrift activi-
ties with commercial ventures. However, this
is not he sole reason—it also results in an ex-
tremely powerful variety of financial institu-
tions. Fortunately, the conference report
closes the unitary thrift loophole. It allows no
new unitary thrifts to be chartered as well as
allowing those in existence to not be sold to
commercial firms.

B. Community banks will benefit from the
Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) charter
being expanded to allow community banks to
borrow from the FHLB for family farm and
small business lending. For the first time, in
rural areas such as in Nebraska, it will give
community banks access to the FHLB. In light
of the agriculture situation today, this in-
creased community bank liquidity will have
beneficial implications on in particular the fam-
ily farm.

C. The S. 900 Conference Report provides
some regulatory relief for banks under $250
million in assets. Those banks with an ‘‘out-
standing’’ Community Reinvestment Act rating
will be examined for compliance only every
five years and those banks with a ‘‘satisfac-
tory’’ rating will be reviewed every four years.

3. The S. 900 Conference Report will allow
financial companies to offer a diverse number
of financial services to the consumer. This bill
removes the legislative barriers within the
Glass-Steagall Act of 1933 and the 1956 Bank
Holding Company Act. As a result, the con-
ference report will allow financial companies to
offer a broad spectrum of financial services to
their customers, including banking, insurance,
securities, and other financial products through
either a financial holding company or through
an operating subsidiary. Banks, securities
firms, and insurance companies will be able to
affiliate with one another through this financial
holding company model.

In order for banks to be able to engage in
the new financial activities, the banks affiliated
under the holding company or through an op-
erating subsidiary have to be well-capitalized,
well-managed, and have at least a ‘‘satisfac-
tory’’ Community Reinvestment Act rating.

4. Fourth, this Member supports the S. 900
Conference Report because it is very pro-con-
sumer. It will increase choices for the con-
sumer in the financial services marketplace by
creating an environment of greater competi-
tion. As a result, financial modernization will
allow consumers to be able to choose from a
variety of services from the same, convenient,
financial institution. Financial modernization
will give consumers more options.

Whether it be in rural Nebraska, or in New
York City, consumers of financial products all
across the United States deserve additional
competitive options. Moreover, under the cur-
rent setting, many rural communities are
under-served in regards to their access to a
broad array of financial services. Financial

modernization will help ensure that the finan-
cial sector keeps pace with the ever-changing,
needs and desires of the all-important con-
sumer.

In addition, the Conference Report will also
allow financial institutions to provide more af-
fordable services to the consumer. Financial
modernization will result in additional competi-
tion and in efficiency which in turn should re-
sult in lower prices for financial services to the
consumer.

5. Fifth, this Member supports the S. 900
Conference Report as it provides the first,
Federal consumer privacy legislation for Amer-
ican financial institutions. These privacy provi-
sions are a pioneering, landmark advance for-
ward by Congress in ensuring that consumer’s
personal information is protected from un-
wanted disclosures by financial institutions.
The privacy provisions in the conference re-
port include the following:

A. Prohibiting financial institutions—including
banks, savings and loans, credit unions, secu-
rities firms and insurance companies—from
disclosing customer account numbers or ac-
cess codes to third parties for telemarketing or
other direct marketing purposes;

B. Requiring all financial institutions to dis-
close annually to all customers its privacy poli-
cies and procedures;

C. Enabling customers of financial institu-
tions, for the first time, the ability to ‘‘opt-out’’
of having their personal financial information
from being shared with third parties;

D. Making it a Federal crime, punishable by
up to five years in prison, to obtain or attempt
to obtain private customer financial information
through fraudulent or deceptive means; and

E. Allowing states to adopt greater privacy
protections than is in Federal law.

6. Sixth, this Member has been a fervent
advocate of keeping banking and commerce
separate. In fact, this Member is quite pleased
that the S. 900 Conference Report does not
contain a ‘‘commercial market basket’’ which
would have allowed the mix of commerce and
banking—equity positions by commercial
banks.

An amendment was initially filed, but not of-
fered, in the House Banking Committee in the
106th Congress which would have allowed for
the mixing of banking and commerce in a five
percent market basket. However, this Member
believes in large part because of expressed
strong opposition, including vocal and effective
opposition of this Member, this amendment
was withdrawn for consideration in the Com-
mittee.

7. Seventh, this Member supports the S.
900 Conference Report because, it balances
the interest of a state in regulating insurance
with that of the interests of a national bank to
sell insurance. At the outset, this Member
notes that he has a distinguished record of
supporting states rights, especially in the area
of insurance regulation.

It is important to note that this conference
report preserves state rights by providing that
the state insurance regulator is the appropriate
functional regulator of insurance sales. Wheth-
er insurance is sold by an independent agent
or through a national bank, the state, and only
the state, is the functional regulator of insur-
ance in both instances. Moreover, this con-
ference report also does not unduly burden
the ability of national banks to be able to sell
insurance.

8. Lastly, this Member supports the S. 900
Conference Report as its passage is nec-

essary to keep the United States in its pre-
eminent position in the world financial market-
place. U.S. financial institutions are among the
most competitive providers of financial prod-
ucts in the world. However, the financial mar-
ketplace is currently undergoing three changes
which are altering the financial landscape of
the world.

The first of those changes involves a tech-
nological revolution including the internet
through electronic banking. Technology is blur-
ring the distinction between financial products.
The other two changes include innovations in
capital markets, and the globalization of the fi-
nancial services industry.

This Member would like to note Section
502(e)(1)(C) of the S. 900 Conference Report.
It is this Member’s understanding that credit
enhancement done through the underwriting
and reinsurance of mortgage guaranty insur-
ance after a loan has been closed are sec-
ondary market transactions included within the
exemption in Section 502(e)(1)(C) of the S.
900 Conference Report.

Financial modernization is the proper, ap-
propriate step in this ever-changing financial
marketplace. Consequently, in order to main-
tain America’s financial institution’s competitive
and innovative position abroad, the S. 900
Conference Report needs to be enacted into
law. In the absence of this bill, the American
banking system could suffer irreparable harm
in the world market as we will allow our for-
eign competitors to overtake U.S. financial in-
stitutions in terms of innovative products and
services. We must simply not allow this to
happen.

Therefore, for all these reasons, and many
more that have been addressed today by this
Member’s colleagues, we must, and will, pass
the S. 900 Conference Report. This Member
urges his colleagues to support the S. 900
Conference Report, the Financial Moderniza-
tion bill.

Mr. GILLMOR. Madam Speaker, this bill
makes the most important changes in the
structure of financial institutions and services
in over six decades. The financial combina-
tions authorized by this bill can result in sub-
stantial savings in the delivery of financial
services. However, as institutions are com-
bined, and as they become larger, it is essen-
tial that there be safeguards for safety and
soundness to protect both consumers and tax-
payers. The bill for the most part contains
those safeguards.

While there was much discussion about
each industry group wanting a level playing
field tilted in their favor, the federal and state
regulators also had their share of turf battles
over regulatory authority. In fact, it was not
until Treasury and the Fed finally reached a
compromise on the operating subsidiary—affil-
iate issue that this bill was able to move
through the conference committee. It was just
this kind of authority grabbing by regulators
that required a provision to prevent the federal
regulators from over regulating and intruding
into financial services functions in which they
have no expertise.

While the Federal Reserve serves an um-
brella regulator over Financial Holding Compa-
nies, I was concerned about the Fed getting
into the jurisdiction of the already effective in-
surance and securities regulators. Consumers
do not derive any benefit from additional lay-
ers of regulation that can only intrude into the
marketplace.
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My amendment in the Commerce Com-

mittee two years ago, which was included in
the current bill, created the functional regu-
latory framework for financial holding compa-
nies. The purpose of this ‘‘Fed Lite’’ frame-
work is to parallel the financial services affil-
iate structure envisioned under this legislation.
This parallel regulatory structure eliminates the
duplicative and burdensome regulations on
businesses not engaged in banking activities,
and importantly, preserves the role of the Fed-
eral Reserve as the prudential supervisor over
businesses that have access to taxpayer guar-
antees and the federal safety net.

The Information Revolution, like the Indus-
trial Revolution, has made information much
more widely available at a lower cost and in
less time. Technology and innovation have al-
tered and expanded the processes by which
we use financial products and services.

But the increase in the availability and trans-
mission of information has not altered the
need for consumers to transact with financial
institutions to take care of their financial re-
quirements. People will need banking, insur-
ance and securities options. But they want
these options in greater speed and conven-
ience. Customers expect a financial relation-
ship with their financial service provider that
will benefit them with enhanced benefits and
lower costs.

There is legitimate concern about the mis-
use of information. The tremendous human
benefits that have come from these advances
also carry with them unprecedented new
threats to personal privacy. Personal privacy
needs reasonable protections, because per-
sonal privacy is an important part of individual
freedom. This bill for the first time put in place
strong privacy provisions for the financial serv-
ices industry.

With enactment of this legislation, con-
sumers can go to a financial services provider
that is able to complete globally, is subjected
to streamlined regulation and must prevention
your financial information from falling into the
hands of unaffiliated organizations and tele-
marketers if you instruct it to do so. I urge the
adoption of the conference report.

Mr. TOWNS. Madam Speaker, I rise today
in strong support of the conference report on
the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Financial Moderniza-
tion Act of 1999. For the first time in more
than two decades, Congress, the Administra-
tion, financial regulators, and all sectors of the
financial services industry have reached a
consensus on legislation to modernize the fi-
nancial marketplace. For far too long, our na-
tion’s financial services firms have labored
under outdated banking laws that have im-
paired their global competitiveness, limited the
range of services that consumers can obtain
from one financial institution, and driven up
costs.

With the passage of this conference report,
consumers and investors will be able to
choose from a wider array of products and
services offered in a more competitive market-
place. Securities firms, insurance companies,
and banks will be able to freely affiliate with
each other through a holding company. Each
subsidiary financial institution within the hold-
ing company will be functionally regulated,
thereby ensuring tough, consistent investor
protections and fair competition. Consumers—
who will save an estimated $15 billion over
three years—will be the beneficiaries of one-
stop shopping to meet a broad range of finan-

cial needs, from checking and savings ac-
counts to mortgages and financial planning.
The increased competition will also give un-
derserved communities, entrepreneurs, and
small business owners expanded access to a
full range of financial services.

Equally important, the conference report in-
corporates an historic agreement maintaining
the obligation of insured financial institutions to
meet the requirements of the Community Re-
investment Act to serve the credit needs of
low- and moderate-income residents of their
community. It also provides consumers with
the most extensive safeguards yet enacted to
protect the privacy of their financial informa-
tion.

Passage of this legislation is vital to main-
taining the preeminent status of the U.S. finan-
cial services industry in the global economy.
Banks, securities firms, and insurance compa-
nies will now be able to compete with over-
seas financial juggernauts that have not been
constrained by U.S. regulation. And New York,
as the world’s leading financial center, is well
positioned to compete in the arena for global
business as foreign banks and securities firms
seek to establish or expand their U.S. oper-
ations.

With its concentration of financial services
organizations, New York’s economy stands to
benefit tremendously from passage of this leg-
islation. A vigorous, healthy, competitive finan-
cial services sector means more jobs, higher
real earnings growth, and more tax revenues.
Indeed, the finance sector accounted for half
of the $2.7 billion growth in personal income,
general corporation, and unincorporated busi-
ness taxes between 1992 and 1998.

Madam Speaker, the Gramm-Leach-Bliley
Financial Modernization Act of 1999 is a great
step forward in improving our nation’s financial
services system for the benefit of investors,
consumers, community groups, financial serv-
ices providers, and our nation’s economy. I
strongly support passage of the conference re-
port on S. 900.

Mr. SHAYS. Madam Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the conference report for the
Financial Services Act. This bill is a wonderful
testament to the important things we can ac-
complish when we set aside partisan dif-
ferences and work together on the nation’s
business.

The historic bill, which has been 20 years in
the making, has the support of a majority of
Congressional Republicans and Democrats,
as well as the Administration.

S. 900 replaces outdated, Depression-era
laws that separate banking from other financial
services with a new system to enhance com-
petition and increase consumer choice. The
bill repeals the anti-affiliation provisions of the
1933 Glass-Steagall Act, as well as the 1956
Bank Holding Company Act. In doing so, fi-
nancial companies—either through a financial
holding company or through operating subsidi-
aries—will be allowed to offer a broad array of
financial products to their customers, including
banking, insurance and securities.

To be permitted to engage in the new finan-
cial activities authorized under the bill, banks
affiliated under a holding company would have
to be well-managed, well-capitalized, and have
a satisfactory Community Reinvestment Act
rating, thus ensuring that banks continue to
lend to inner-city and minority communities.

Encouraging greater competition will lower
prices for financial services and improve prod-

ucts, benefiting consumers and the economy.
It’s true that some may benefit from these
changes more than others. But fostering com-
petition between financial institutions will ulti-
mately ensure consumers have greater
choices at lower cost.

Madam Speaker, the simple fact is, these
banking reforms are long overdue. The anti-af-
filiation provisions of the Glass-Steagall Act
are sorely outdated and have increasingly im-
peded the United States’ ability to compete in
the new world economy.

To illustrate the changes in the financial
services sector, consider the following fact. In
1933, when the Glass-Steagall Act was signed
into law, upwards of 60 percent of the nation’s
assets were deposited in banks and thrifts.
Today, banks and thrifts control 37 percent of
the nation’s assets.

In recognition of this changing climate, we
have seen the prohibition on the mixing of
banking and securities substantially reduced
by sympathetic regulators, favorable court de-
cisions, and large mergers. And today, we
have come together to consider this landmark
bill.

I want to thank Chairman JIM LEACH of the
Banking and Financial Services Committee
and Chairman TOM BLILEY of the Commerce
Committee for shepherding S. 900 through its
final, difficult stages and urge the adoption of
this conference report.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam Speaker, I
rise in opposition to S. 900, the Financial
Services Modernization Conference Report.

I would be happy to support a financial
modernization bill that improves choice, ac-
cess and affordability for all Americans. Unfor-
tunately S. 900 fails on all accounts. While I
understand the need to update our antiquated
banking laws and bring our country’s financial
system into the 21st century, I am unwilling to
do this at the expense of our consumers. It is
unacceptable that we give the green light for
the unprecedented conglomeration of banks,
securities firms, and insurance companies
while we ignore the most modest provisions to
protect our consumers.

Earlier this year, I joined many of my col-
leagues in opposing the House’s financial
modernization bill, H.R. 10. I opposed the bill
because it failed to protect consumers in re-
gards to community reinvestment and privacy.
Unfortunately, this conference report is no im-
provement.

First, S. 900 fails to adequately protect the
Community Reinvestment Act (CRA), which
has been instrumental in leveraging billions of
dollars of investment into communities such as
mine, where unemployment and poverty levels
are still well above the national average. Spe-
cifically, S. 900 fails to require that banks
maintain a ‘‘satisfactory’’ CRA rating after they
have expanded across industry lines to take
advantage of the newly authorized activities
under this bill. Moreover, S. 900 reduces the
frequency of CRA examinations for small
banks. Lastly, S. 900, under the guise of ‘‘sun-
shine disclosures’’, targets community groups
with onerous and burdensome reporting re-
quirements in their community agreements
with banks. Rather than promoting greater ac-
countability, this sunshine provision will have a
chilling effect on these community agree-
ments, which have been so effective in open-
ing up access to credit in low income and mi-
nority communities.

Second, S. 900 fails to provide strong finan-
cial and medical privacy protections. If we’re
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going to allow for the creation of mega one-
stop centers with access to information about
millions of customers, consumers should have
the right to say ‘‘no’’ to the distribution of their
personal information to third parties and affili-
ates. Instead of giving consumers control over
the use of their confidential customer informa-
tion, the bill allows banks to share or sell it.

As I previously stated when I voted against
the financial modernization bill earlier this
year, I am not willing to trade the so-called
perks of financial modernization—efficiency,
choice, convenience, one-stop-shopping—for
the decimation of privacy rights and commu-
nity reinvestment. S. 900 leaves our con-
sumers even worse off than before.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this bill.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Madam Speaker, I support

the passage of the S. 900 conference report
because I believe it is a fair and balanced bill
which will spur competition within the financial
services industry, reinforce functional regula-
tion and protect consumers.

This legislation is by no means perfect, but
it does represent a reasonable compromise
between the House and Senate versions of fi-
nancial services modernization legislation. The
issue of modernizing this country’s financial
laws has been debated in Congress for over
two decades and has not come to a resolution
until now. The financial services industry has
undergone dramatic changes in the past few
decades and regulations have been formu-
lated in a piecemeal fashion through regu-
latory decisions and court rulings. This has re-
sulted in an uneven and often inequitable reg-
ulatory framework that is badly in need of an
overhaul in today’s rapidly changing economy.

It is long past time to modernize our finan-
cial system in order to reflect the reality of the
marketplace. In doing so we need to make
sure there are rules in place to protect the
American public without layering bureaucratic
regulations. I believe the bill before us accom-
plishes this goal. The point of passing financial
services reform is to update and streamline
the rules and ensure that all entities are fairly
and consistently regulated by the appropriate
entity. I believe S. 900 strikes a balance be-
tween fostering free market competition and
protecting the interests of the general public.

As a strong supporter of the Community Re-
investment Act (CRA), I believe this Con-
ference Report is a significant improvement
over the Senate-passed bill, which contained
onerous provisions that I believe would have
seriously undermined CRA. This bill not only
steadfastly maintains the application of CRA to
all insured depository institutions, but also re-
quires that these banks have at least a ‘‘satis-
factory’’ CRA rating they can offer any new fi-
nancial services. Without the passage of this
bill, banks will continue to expand into new
areas of financial services, as they are already
doing, without clear CRA requirements.

S. 900 also contains a small but very impor-
tant provision that I have personally worked on
for the past three years. The language I have
included will prevent certain financial institu-
tions from discriminating against victims of do-
mestic violence in the underwriting, pricing,
sale or renewal of any insurance product and
in the settlement of any claim. This provision
specifically applies to banks, which is impor-
tant because this legislation will allow banks to
sell and underwrite insurance on a large scale
for the first time. When this is signed into law,
it will be the first federal legislation of its kind

prohibiting insurance discrimination against
survivors of domestic violence.

Another important provision in this legisla-
tion is the inclusion of the ‘‘PRIME’’ bill, a new
program that will provide new grants to micro-
entrepreneurs. This program will help provide
training and technical assistance to low-in-
come and disadvantaged entrepreneurs inter-
ested in starting or expanding their own busi-
ness. My home state has been a leader in the
microcredit movement and these new grants
will be a real boon to microentrepreneurs in
my district and throughout Colorado.

It is rare that a flawless bill comes to the
floor of the House and this legislation is no ex-
ception. This is a good bill, but it is not per-
fect. While the goals of this legislation are too
important to delay any longer, I do believe that
the privacy language should be stronger. This
bill establishes privacy laws where none cur-
rently exist and ensures that stronger state pri-
vacy laws will not be preempted. However, I
think Congress needs to continue to explore
the issues of financial and other types of per-
sonal privacy that will become increasingly
more important to consumers as marketplaces
change and technology advances continue.

Mr. HYDE. Madam Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of S. 900, the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act.
For many years, we have been trying to re-
peal the outdated restrictions that keep banks,
securities firms, and insurance companies
from getting into one another’s businesses.
After all the debate, I think we have finally
come up with something in this bill that will
open up a whole new world of competition.

Financial services are becoming increas-
ingly globalized, increasingly computerized,
and increasingly seamless. Banking laws
passed during the Depression simply will not
do in the 21st century. I wish that we could
maintain a world where everyone knew their
banker on a first name basis and loans were
made on a handshake, and I think in the new
world some banks will provide that kind of
service to those who demand it. But we need
not have laws that limit us to that kind of serv-
ice, as desirable as it may seem. Everyone is
better off if the market decides what kinds of
services financial firms will offer.

Just think about the progress we have made
in the past ten years. When I was a child, only
the wealthy owned stocks. Now, with the
growth of the mutual fund industry and self-di-
rected retirement funds, millions and millions
of average Americans not only own stocks,
but make their own investment decisions.
These developments create wealth, increase
people’s incentive to produce, and relieve
some of the entitlement burden of govern-
ment. I believe that this bill will bring more
such positive developments.

I want to say a word about my friends JIM
LEACH, chairman of the Banking Committee,
TOM BLILEY, chairman of the Commerce Com-
mittee, and PHIL GRAMM, chairman of the Sen-
ate Banking Committee. They have done an
excellent job of putting this package together.
I commend them for their work in bringing this
bill to the floor in a very difficult and conten-
tious environment.

I especially want to commend them for
working with me on the antitrust and bank-
ruptcy provisions of the bill. These provisions
were especially important to me as chairman
of the Judiciary Committee, which has jurisdic-
tion over these areas of the law. Let me briefly
explain our intent with respect to these provi-
sions.

Under current law, bank mergers are re-
viewed under special bank merger statutes,
and they do not go through the Hart-Scott-Ro-
dino merger review process that covers most
other mergers. Now banks will be able to get
into other businesses which they have not
been able to do before.

The principle that we have followed is that
when mergers occur, the bank part of that
merger will be judged under the current bank
merger statutes, and we do not intend any
change in that process or in any of the agen-
cies’ respective jurisdictions. The non-bank
part of that merger will be subject to the nor-
mal Hart-Scott-Rodino merger review by either
the Justice Department or the Federal Trade
Commission.

This is, in all likelihood, the result that would
have been obtained anyway. Hybrid trans-
actions involving complex corporate entities—
some parts of which are in industries subject
to merger review by specialized regulatory
agencies and other parts of which are not—
have occurred in the past. In those cases, the
various parts of the consolidation were consid-
ered according to agency jurisdiction over their
respective parts, so that normal Hart-Scott-Ro-
dino Act requirements applied to those parts
that did not fall within the specialized agency’s
specific authority. See, e.g., 16 C.F.R. § 802.6.
I think the precedents would have already dic-
tated the desired result here.

The clarification for the new financial holding
company structure contained in § 133(c) is
consistent with, and in no way disturbs, those
existing precedents. Even so, this is a big
change we are making in our banking laws,
and I thought it would be most helpful to clar-
ify this point with respect to financial holding
companies in the statute. I think we have
achieved that clarification with the language in
§ 133(c) of the Conference Report. Similar lan-
guage was a part of the House bill, and I ap-
preciate the Senate conferees’ accepting this
clarification.

As the shape of the new activities in which
banks were going to be permitted to engage
through operating subsidiaries became clear in
conference, the conferees ideally would have
further revised the House language to make a
similar clarification, regarding consolidations of
non-banking entities that are operating sub-
sidiaries of merging banks. But the operating
subsidiary situations so closely parallels the
precedents I have mentioned that a clarifica-
tion for that situation was probably unneces-
sary.

Of course, whatever aspect of a banking
merger is not subject to normal Hart-Scott-Ro-
dino premerger review will be subject to the
alternative procedures set forth in the Bank
Merger Act and the Bank Holding Company
Act, including the automatic stay. So one way
or another, there will be some avenue for ef-
fective premerger review by the antitrust en-
forcement agencies. These alternative proce-
dures would be in some ways more potentially
disruptive to the merging banking entities, par-
ticularly when the antitrust concern involves
non-banking entities. But it is our intent that
the precedents will be followed.

In short, under this bill and the precedents,
no bank is treated differently than it otherwise
would be because it has some other business
within its corporate family. Likewise, no other
business is treated differently than it otherwise
would be because it has a bank within its cor-
porate family.
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The conference report also includes con-

forming language found in § 133(a) to clarify
that the Federal Trade Commission’s authority
in the non-banking sphere is preserved. We
though these provisions were advisable in light
of the fact that the FTC’s enforcement author-
ity specifically excludes banks and savings as-
sociations, but does not and should not ex-
clude the non-banking entities that will be
brought into the banking picture as a result of
the new law. We have clarified that the exist-
ing exemption is limited to the bank or savings
association itself and that the FTC retains ju-
risdiction over nonbank entities despite any
corporate connections they may have with
banks or savings associations. This clarifica-
tion applies to the FTC’s jurisdiction over non-
banking firms under the FTC Act, and accord-
ingly under any statute that may provide for
enforcement under the Act like the consumer
credit laws and the Telemarketing and Con-
sumer Fraud and Abuse Prevention Act. For
example, the FTC would continue to have ju-
risdiction over a telemarketer of financial serv-
ices, even if it is a subsidiary or affiliate of a
bank. The FTC’s authority would not be ex-
panded or extended to any new statute that
may not be enforced under the FTC Act.
These provisions were also included in the
House bill, and again, I appreciate the Senate
conferees’ accepting them in the final con-
ference report.

Again, no bank is treated differently than it
otherwise would be because it has some other
business within its corporate family. Likewise,
no other business is treated differently than it
otherwise would be because it has a bank
within its corporate family.

Let me again commend my friends JIM
LEACH, TOM BLILEY, and PHIL GRAMM, and ev-
eryone else who has worked on this legisla-
tion, and I ask my colleagues to support it.

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Speaker, S.
900, the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act, is an
important step in revamping and mod-
ernizing America’s financial system.
While there are both pluses and perils
to the approach contained within this
act, today I wish to highlight several
portions of the bill which are of par-
ticular importance to the Committee
on Agriculture, and which were very
much in the minds of the Managers and
staff while drafting this conference re-
port.

S. 900 contains several provisions re-
lating to the treatment of certain fi-
nancial instruments for various pur-
poses under this country’s securities
laws. In particular, a bank is explicitly
not required to register as a broker-
dealer under the ’34 Act for partici-
pating in certain hybrid and swap
transactions.

These provisions, contained in Title
II of the bill, are not a finding that all
swaps are securities. Furthermore, in
the case of both swaps and hybrids, it
is important to note that the classi-
fication of a particular type of instru-
ment for purposes of the Gramm-
Leach-Bliley Act does not preclude
that instrument or transaction from
falling under the jurisdiction of the
Commodity Futures Trading Commis-
sion under the Commodity Exchange
Act. This result is made clear in sec-
tion 206(c) of Title II of the bill.

Furthermore, section 210 of Title II
states that ‘‘Nothing in this Act shall
supersede, affect, or otherwise limit
the scope and applicability of the Com-
modity Exchange Act.’’ This section
recognizes that transactions which are
futures contracts or commodity op-
tions under the exclusive jurisdiction
of the CFTC pursuant to the Com-
modity Exchange Act do not receive an
exemption or exclusion from the Com-
modity Exchange Act because of any-
thing in the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act.
No financial instrument described in
this act, be it a swap agreement, new
hybrid product, or identified banking
product, is exempted or excluded from
the jurisdiction of the CFTC solely by
virtue of anything contained in the
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act. The CFTC’s
traditional exclusive authority is unaf-
fected by this legislation.

The Privacy Title, Title V of the
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act, explicitly
excludes persons and entities subject to
the jurisdiction of the CFTC, and the
Federal Agricultural Mortgage Cor-
poration and persons and entities char-
tered and operating under the Farm
Credit Act of 1971, from the provisions
of this Title. The purpose of sections
509(3)(B) and (C) and 527(4)(D), exclud-
ing the above mentioned persons and
entities from the definition of ‘‘finan-
cial institution,’’ is to make it clear
that no provision of Title V will apply
to farm credit system institutions nor
to CFTC regulatees.

Mr. PACKARD. Madam Speaker, I would
like to urge my colleagues to support S. 900,
the Financial Services Modernization Act Con-
ference Report, when it is considered on the
floor today. These improvements are long
overdue for the benefit of investors, con-
sumers, community groups, financial service
providers, and our nation’s economy.

This legislation will modernize America’s fi-
nancial services industry to better serve con-
sumers—individuals, small businesses and
large corporations. It will increase convenience
for financial service consumers by creating
one-step shopping for bank accounts, insur-
ance policies, and securities transactions. S.
900 will also greatly increase the international
competitiveness of American financial firms.

S. 900 provides meaningful consumer pro-
tection rules for disclosure requirements and
damage recovery protections and establishes
consumer grievance procedures. The bill also
promotes consumer privacy by barring finan-
cial institutions from disclosing customer ac-
count numbers for telemarketing or other di-
rect marketing purposes.

Madam Speaker, S. 900 will provide the
most extensive safeguards yet enacted to pro-
tect the privacy of consumer financial informa-
tion. I urge my colleagues to support this
much needed, historic legislation.

Mr. MOORE. Madam Speaker, I rise today
in support of S. 900, the conference report for
the Financial Services Modernization Act of
1999. As a member of the Banking and Finan-
cial Services Committee, I supported this
measure when it passed our committee on
March 23 by a 51–8 margin. I supported this
measure again, when it overwhelmingly
passed the full House of Representatives on
July 1, 1999, on a vote of 343–86.

I would like to commend my colleagues in
both the House and Senate who served on
the conference committee. Through their hard
work, we have before us today a well bal-
anced and thoughtful conference report that,
after over two decades of trying, finally re-
forms our antiquated, Depression-era financial
services laws to benefit consumers, busi-
nesses and the economy.

I supported the House Banking version be-
cause financial modernization is desperately
needed to address changes that are currently
taking place in the global marketplace. Today,
America’s financial services industry is the
most effective and competitive in the world.
The banking system and other associated fi-
nancial services institutions are the oil that
prime the pump to our economy. The indus-
try’s ability to adapt to the swift and vast struc-
tural and technological changes in the market-
place have accounted for the record bank
profits and the largest peacetime expansion
since World War II.

These achievements of our financial serv-
ices industry, however, are at risk—risk to
both consumers and the system itself—if we
continue to rely on ad hoc adaptations without
establishing a meaningful and prudent frame-
work in which this system, undergoing such
rapid changes, can thrive and prosper. This
conference report establishes such a respon-
sible framework, with an eye allowing the in-
dustry to thrive and prosper, while providing
the most progressive consumer protection
safeguards ever enacted into law.

Among the many benefits of this landmark
legislation, three are critically important:

S. 900 permits the creation of new financial
holding companies, which can offer banking,
insurance, securities, and other financial prod-
ucts. These new structures will allow American
financial firms to take advantage of greater op-
erating efficiencies and spur competition. This
new competitive spirit will create better access
to capital that will continue to promote our
growing economy, greater choices, innovative
services, and lower prices for consumers. In-
deed, the efficiencies created with this bill are
estimated to save consumers over $15 billion.

S. 900 benefits our local communities by
preserving and strengthening community in-
vestment. This conference report requires that
banks have a good track record of community
reinvestment as a condition for taking advan-
tage of the bill’s newly authorized business ac-
tivities and, for the first time, requires that a
bank’s performance on community reinvest-
ment be considered when it expands outside
of traditional banking activities. In addition to
these protections, this conference report cre-
ates a new program designed specifically to
help small, low-income entrepreneurs start
and expand their businesses in underserved
areas.

S. 900 provide important new consumer
protections including mandatory prohibitions
on coercive sales practices, disclosure of ATM
fees, and for the first time, protections for
Americans’ financial privacy. These new
standards are a significant improvement over
current law, where no standards exist. The
conference report requires financial institutions
to notify consumers and provide them with the
ability to opt-out of the disclosure of personal
financial information to unaffiliated third par-
ties; prohibits third parties from sharing or sell-
ing a consumer’s personal financial informa-
tion; provides strengthened and expanded reg-
ulatory authority to detect and enforce privacy
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violations; and prevents the preemption of
stronger state consumer protection laws.

Madam Speaker, this conference report rep-
resents a balanced compromise between the
House and the Senate versions of financial
services modernization. Congress has spent
several decades considering many of the com-
plicated and extremely important issues ad-
dressed in this compromise—a compromise
that represents a landmark legislative achieve-
ment in modernizing our nation’s financial
services industries. It establishes a rational
framework in which our financial services in-
dustries may offer a wide range of services
that will benefit consumers. It creates, in most
cases, prudential consumer safeguards. And,
it levels the playing field in a manner that will
allow our financial institutions to compete in
the 21st Century. I congratulate and commend
my colleagues in both the House and the Sen-
ate who served on the conference committee
and urge swift passage of this report.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on this conference re-
port.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the conference report.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 362, nays 57,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 570]

YEAS—362

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell

Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner

Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske

Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren

Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)

Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—57

Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Brady (PA)
Campbell
Capuano
Clay
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Davis (IL)
DeFazio

DeLauro
Dingell
Dixon
Edwards
Evans
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hinchey

Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Kaptur
Kildee
Kucinich
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Luther
Markey
McDermott
McKinney
Meek (FL)

Mica
Miller, George
Obey
Phelps
Rivers
Rodriguez

Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanders
Sanford
Schakowsky
Serrano

Taylor (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Waters
Waxman
Woolsey

NOT VOTING—15

Bereuter
Dickey
Kanjorski
Larson
Martinez

McInnis
Mollohan
Ney
Norwood
Paul

Radanovich
Scarborough
Shuster
Stark
Taylor (NC)

b 2317

Mr. SANFORD changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:
Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall

No. 570, the final passage of the conference
report on S. 900 the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Fi-
nancial Services Modernization Act of 1999, I
was away from Washington on official busi-
ness. Had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘yea.’’

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
was not recorded on rollcall vote No. 570, on
passage of the conference report on S. 900,
the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act. Had he been
present, he would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

f

b 2320

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DIAZ-BALART addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FILNER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GOSS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. EHLERS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. WATERS addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

PRESCRIPTION DRUG BILL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, to-
night I would like to talk about an
issue that is becoming increasingly of
concern to the American citizens, and
that is the high prices that Americans
in general and seniors in particular are
being required to pay for prescription
drugs.

A number of stories have appeared
recently. A number of national news
publications, MSNBC, the New York
Times, a number of stories, the Wash-
ington Post, a Minneapolis paper re-
cently did stories about what is hap-
pening in America relative to the high
cost of prescription drugs.

Now, it has a tremendous impact on
all Americans, but of particularly high
impact on senior citizens where many
of the people in my district, and I sus-
pect this is not unusual to my district,
it happens all over the country, seniors
are paying two, three, four, in fact I
talked to one couple that is paying
over $1,000 a month for prescription
drugs. It is a serious problem. It is here
now. Every one has an opinion.

But let me just talk about what I
think is one part of the problem that
we could do something very serious
about solving very quickly.

But before I do, I would like to read
excerpts from a letter to the commu-
nity from George Halvorson. George
Halvorson is the president and CEO of
HealthPartners in Minneapolis.

Let me just read, ‘‘The cost of pre-
scription drugs varies to an amazing
degree between countries.

‘‘If you have a stomach ulcer and
your doctor says, ‘you need to be on
Prilosec,’ you would probably pay
about $99.95 for a 30-day supply in the
Twin Cities. But if you were vaca-
tioning in Canada and decided to fill
your prescription there, you would pay
only $50.88.

‘‘Or, even better, if you were looking
for a little warmer weather south of
the border in Mexico, the same 30-day
supply would cost you only $17.50.

‘‘That’s for the same dose, made by
the same manufacturer.

‘‘If we could get only half the price
break that Canadians get, our plan
alone’’, he is talking about one HMO in
Minnesota, he says, ‘‘our plan alone
could have saved our members nearly
$35 million last year.’’

Imagine what we are talking about
throughout the entire country. He goes
on to say, ‘‘When the North American
Free Trade Act (NAFTA) was passed by
Congress to allow free trade between us
and our neighboring countries,
HealthPartners decided to follow the
lead of in Minnesota Senior Federation
and buy drugs in Canada at Canadian
prices. We were disappointed to learn
of the rules and processes that kept us
from succeeding. There is no free trade
in prescription drugs. We need to do
something about this.’’

Well, I tell Mr. Halvorson, we intend
to do something about it. But before
we do something, one has got to under-
stand what the problem is. It all comes
down to section 381 of U.S. Code, Title
XXI, section 381.

Let me just read for my colleagues
what this section basically says. ‘‘The
Secretary of Treasury shall deliver to
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, upon his request, samples of
food, drugs, devices, and cosmetics
which are being imported or offered for
import into the United States.’’ The
operative expression is ‘‘giving notice
thereof to the owner or cosignee’’.

It goes on to basically say that peo-
ple can bring drugs into the country as
long as they are legal drugs and they
have a prescription. But if there is a
challenge to them, the burden of proof
falls upon the FDA.

But, unfortunately, Mr. Speaker,
that is not what is happening. What is
happening today is, when seniors try to
bring drugs, and particularly if they do
it through mail order, back into the
United States, the FDA puts the bur-
den of proof on the seniors to prove
that they are legal drugs and were
manufactured in an FDA-approved fa-
cility.

What I am going to be doing here in
the next day or two is introducing leg-
islation to clarify that Americans will
be able, going through their local phar-
macy, to order drugs over the Internet
or by web or through faxes with cor-
respondent pharmacies in Canada or in
Mexico as long as they are legal drugs
produced in an FDA-approved facility
to allow them to do that.

We are talking about savings for
some seniors of $300 or $400 per month.

Now, that may not seem like much to
some of the folks in this room, but let
me tell my colleagues, if one is living
on a fixed income of $10,000, we are be-
ginning to talk real money.

It is time for us to say loudly and
clearly that we will not allow the FDA
to stand between our consumers and
our seniors in particular. We will not
allow the FDA to stand between our
consumers and lower drug prices.

It is a simple bill. I would hope that
my colleagues would contact my office
because we want to make this a broad-
based bipartisan coalition to support
this bill. We hope to introduce it in the
next day or two. Please take a look at
this legislation. We would like to have
my colleagues join us on it.

f

STOP STALLING ON GUN SAFETY
LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, we finished one major piece of
legislation, and I noted that many of
the Members of this House were ap-
plauding the success of passing a finan-
cial services reform bill. I think there
are many people in America that will
appreciate that we have made that
giant step.

But in the shadow of passing a bill
that deals with numbers, statistics,
and pieces of paper, and computers, we
are still stalled on a real gun safety re-
form legislation and juvenile justice.

What a tragedy that, in about 5 days,
more than 100 hours from now, this
House may come to a conclusion for
1999. We will do so in the shadow of
seven deaths in Hawaii, two deaths in
Seattle in the last 48 hours by individ-
uals obviously deranged and using guns
to kill people.

We will do it, likewise, in the shadow
of four murders of teenagers this past
weekend in Washington, D.C., in the
shadow of a closing of a Cleveland high
school where it is alleged that about
four students have threatened to kill
many, many students in that high
school; or do it in the shadow of con-
versations we had just a few weeks ago
that noted that many students that go
to high school in America are fearful
for their lives, are afraid of violence,
have seen guns, have been bullied, have
experienced prejudice.

Yet, the conference that is supposed
to be on gun safety and juvenile justice
idles away its time, refusing to concede
to the National Rifle Association, re-
fusing to provide real gun safety for
America.

What are the issues that we are dis-
cussing in that conference? Are they so
threatening to those of us who have
taken an oath of office to do what is
best for the American people that we
would not want to do it?

Does it make any sense that we con-
tinue to allow guns to get in the hands
of criminals and children? Does it
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make any sense that gun shows pro-
liferate themselves around this Nation
with the concept of unlicensed gun
dealers being able to randomly sell
guns to anybody who walks through
the door?

Just recently in California, one of
the largest gun shows in America was
able to be held because the ordinance
and law that had been passed by local
officials who came together and said
we do not want any more gun shows in
our community after the tragedy of the
Jewish Community Center was thwart-
ed by a court.

I believe in the democratic process,
the process of the judiciary, but there
they were selling guns, selling guns by
unlicensed dealers, and who knows how
many criminals and possibly children
had access to the guns.

This conference will provide opportu-
nities to close the loopholes for gun
shows so that unlicensed dealers could
not get up or get where they could sell
guns to criminals and children.

It provides for trigger locks. It will
eliminate the ammunition clips of fast
guns that we really do not need for
sports and other recreational Activi-
ties.

b 2330

And I would offer an amendment to
ensure that children are accompanied
by adults when they go into these gun
shows if, because of the laws of this
land, these gun shows continue to pro-
liferate.

Do my colleagues know that in many
States, unlike movies, where we are
looking to curb the violence and we re-
quire children to be accompanied by an
adult depending on the rating of the
movie, they can walk in randomly in
many States into these gun shows
looking at weapons of war, fast ammu-
nition clips, or guns with automatic
clips to them? They are looking at
these. They are seeing these weapons of
violence with no one attending to
them.

So, Mr. Speaker, I think that it is a
tragedy that in these waning hours we
will watch more children die, maybe
the tragedy of more workplace vio-
lence, more criminals getting guns ille-
gally; yet we are sitting by as the
hours are tick, tick, ticking away
doing absolutely nothing. I think this
is a shame on this Nation. I think it is
a shame on this Congress.

I would ask Members in these waning
hours to lift their voices and ask the
collective leadership why, why we have
not met in conference to talk about
gun safety in America. When will we
raise up our voices but, at the same
time, lift ourselves to act and to ensure
that children are protected?

I hope that we will hear from some-
one in the near future. I hope we will
hear from the Speaker of the House, I
hope we will hear from the majority
leader, I hope we will hear from the
majority whip, I hope we will work in
a bipartisan manner with the leader-
ship in the Democratic caucus that has

been asking that we move forward. I
hope that we will hear from the other
body that has been dragging their feet.

The hours are tick, tick, ticking
away. Thirteen children are dying, Mr.
Speaker, every single day. What a
shame on this House. What a shame on
America.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. METCALF) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. METCALF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

IN SUPPORT OF SENATOR CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN’S AMBAS-
SADORSHIP TO NEW ZEALAND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
take this opportunity to express strong
support for the confirmation of Sen-
ator Carol Moseley-Braun to the am-
bassadorship of New Zealand. I have
known Carol Moseley-Braun both per-
sonally and professionally for many
years and look forward to her service
in this position.

Senator Moseley-Braun is an extraor-
dinary woman who has led an extraor-
dinary life, a life of breaking stereo-
types, a life of shattering glass ceil-
ings, a life of public service. She earned
her law degree from the University of
Chicago in 1972 and served as an assist-
ant United States attorney from 1973 to
1977. In 1978, she was elected to the Illi-
nois House of Representatives where
she became the first female assistant
majority leader. In 1988, Senator
Moseley-Braun was elected Cook Coun-
ty Recorder of Deeds, racking up sev-
eral more firsts. In 1992, she was elect-
ed to the United States Senate, becom-
ing the first African American woman
to serve in that honorable body.

Sometime ago, President Clinton
nominated Senator Moseley-Braun to
become our ambassador to New Zea-
land. As ambassador, Carol Moseley-
Braun would be the highest ranking
diplomatic official accredited to rep-
resent our interests in that Pacific
Rim nation. I can testify from personal
knowledge that Senator Moseley-Braun
is well qualified to undertake those
solemn responsibilities.

Throughout her career in public life,
Senator Moseley-Braun has displayed
tremendous ability, insight, and per-
ceptivity on the great issues of the
day. She is a woman of great personal
charm who has been blessed with a re-
markable talent to interact with peo-
ple, to engage them in dialogue, and to
represent her position to them with
logic, clarity, and persuasiveness. In
short, she would represent us well to
the people of New Zealand.

Mr. Speaker, it is the long-standing
tradition of the Senate to welcome

former colleagues who have been nomi-
nated to high office by the President of
the United States and to extend them
the courtesy of prompt hearings, in ac-
cord with their constitutional respon-
sibilities to advise and consent. Only
six former Senators have been turned
down for nomination this century, all
for Cabinet or Supreme Court posi-
tions. A Senator has not been rejected
for an ambassadorial appointment
since 1835.

Up to this point, Senator Moseley-
Braun’s nomination has been blocked
by the chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, who, ac-
cording to news reports, has demanded
an apology for a speech Senator
Moseley-Braun made criticizing the
use of the Confederate flag.

A study by the Alliance for Justice
determined that the nomination of an
average nonwhite candidate took 60
days longer than that of a white can-
didate. Couple these two facts and we
have a profound malfunction in our de-
mocracy.

Senator Carol Moseley-Braun will do
just fine in whatever direction life
takes her. She will be a success as an
ambassador if she is confirmed; she
will be a success in some other endeav-
or if she is denied. But democracy in
the United States faces a bleaker
choice. Mr. Speaker, make no mistake,
our democracy is being weighed in the
balance in the coming days. If fairness
does not prevail, if Senator Carol
Moseley-Braun is denied confirmation,
then those responsible will have offered
up proof, proof to the American people,
proof to the world, that fairness and
justice are still wanted in America five
generations after the end of the Civil
War. I find that possibility abhorrent,
detestable, and obscene.

So I add my voice to those urging the
Senate to bring the nomination of Sen-
ator Moseley-Braun to a quick vote
and to approve the nomination by the
largest vote possible. I hope that on to-
morrow the Senate Committee on For-
eign Relations will move promptly to
approve the nomination of Carol
Moseley-Braun as our next ambassador
to New Zealand and America will be
well served.

f

WHEN WILL ADMINISTRATION ASK
YELTSIN FOR LOCATIONS OF
BURIED WEAPONS IN U.S.?
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, when will we ask the ques-
tion? When will this administration
formally ask Russia to provide the de-
tails contained in secret KGB docu-
ments that define the significant num-
ber of locations throughout America
where, during the Soviet era, military
equipment, hardware, and possibly
even material for weapons of mass de-
struction was stored in buried sites?

Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago the highest
ranking foreign intelligence officer
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ever to defect from the Soviet Union,
Stanislav Lunev testified before my
subcommittee and said that one of his
jobs when he worked at the embassy
here in Washington undercover as a
Tass correspondent was to locate sites
where the Soviets could drop equip-
ment that could be stored in the soil of
America.

Last Wednesday, again before my
subcommittee, Oleg Gordiefsky, the
highest ranking ever internal KGB in-
telligence officer, who now lives in
Britain, testified that the KGB files, as
documented by Mitrokhin, contained
in a new book just released last month
called The KGB Files, are in fact true.
Those files document significant num-
bers of cases around the world, in Eu-
rope and in North America, where dur-
ing the Soviet era the KGB arranged
for the storage of military material
and hardware on the soil of this Na-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, we have known this for
at least 6 years. The FBI has told me
and the Pentagon has said publicly we
have not yet asked the Russians for the
specific sites.

This past weekend I spoke at an
international terrorism conference in
Europe, where I had a chance to meet
one of the highest-ranking intelligence
officials from Belgium. I was told by
that official that in the last 2 months,
Belgium has uncovered three sites
where these materials were stored by
the Soviet Union without the knowl-
edge of the Belgium government. Swit-
zerland has also identified one site that
was booby-trapped where materials
were stored.

Mr. Speaker, when is this adminis-
tration going to ask the Yeltsin gov-
ernment to give us the KGB documents
that identify the sites in California, in
Montana, in Minnesota, in New York,
in Texas, and across this Nation where
specific caches of arms and military
hardware and equipment were
prepositioned during the Cold War?

b 2340
It is absolutely a national disgrace

that this administration, having
known about this prepositioning of
equipment for at least 6 years, has not
yet seen fit to ask that question of the
Yeltsin government.

This body needs a demand that this
administration take action. Because,
Mr. Speaker, the safety of the people of
America are in question as long as
those materials have not been identi-
fied and have not been removed by our
Government.

In four instances, one in Switzerland
and three in Belgium, sites have been
found and they have been dug up. It is
about time this administration asked
the question of the Russian leadership
where those sites are in America. We
should demand no less from our Gov-
ernment.

f

PROPOSED OSHA REPETITIVE
MOTION REGULATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Under a previous order of the

House, the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. TANCREDO) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, a
short time ago I received a commu-
nication from an individual in my dis-
trict, a gentleman who owns a number
of small businesses. He is head of some-
thing called The Bailey Company in
Golden, Colorado. It is an Arby’s fran-
chise.

He writes: ‘‘Our company opened its
first Arby’s restaurant in 1968 at the
corner of York and Colfax in Denver.
Today we own and operate 63 Arby’s
restaurants in Colorado, Florida,
Idaho, Wyoming, including all of the
Arby’s in the Metro-Denver area.’’

He goes on to explain what happened
in his business a short time ago, and
this I want to bring to the attention of
the House and our colleagues in order
to explain the problems we are going to
face and we do face in small businesses
throughout the United States. And
these problems will become exacer-
bated by the actions of OSHA as they
have been many times in the past. I
want to refer specifically to an event
that occurred in Mr. Eagleton’s busi-
ness.

‘‘As an employer of approximately
1,500 people, we are concerned about
the proposed OSHA repetitive motion
regulations. An employee, Mary,
worked at an Arby’s restaurant in Jef-
ferson County, Colorado, in 1998. On
her first day of work, after 3 hours of
light duty wrapping sandwiches in foil,
she complained that her wrists hurt.
An employee of the Bailey Company
filled out a first report of injury and
sent her to our designated treatment
facility. Mary was diagnosed with re-
petitive motion injuries. The ensuing
series of treatments evolved in a
$100,000 Worker’s Compensation claim.

‘‘The medical community is split on
the legitimacy and causality of these
injuries. For instance, athletes do re-
petitive exercises to strengthen their
muscles; yet repetitive motion does not
harm them. How does repetitive mo-
tion in other circumstances differ in
the view of the courts?

‘‘Our position is that the proposed
OSHA repetitive motion regulations
should not be funded until definitive
scientific studies are concluded.’’

‘‘J. Mark Eagleton, Senior Manager/
Director of Training and Personnel for
The Bailey Company.’’

Mr. Speaker, even though what we
have just heard here is replicated, un-
fortunately, far too many times
throughout the country, OSHA is none-
theless pushing ahead with its ergo-
nomic study. Even though the Bureau
of Labor Statistics reports that repet-
itive stress injuries are on a decline
and have dropped 17 percent over the
last 3 years, should we not at least
have as much information as possible
when developing Government policy?
Should we not require Government
agencies to use sound scientific infor-
mation when reaching decisions that
will affect our lives?

Obviously, this is not the case. Once
again, it is the Government-knows-best
attitude, an attitude that many Fed-
eral bureaucrats have unfortunately. It
is an outrage and it should be stopped.

In August, the House passed H.R. 987,
the Workplace Preservation Act, which
prohibits OSHA from implementing the
ergonomics regulation until the acad-
emy completes its ongoing study slated
to be released mid-2001. This is a com-
mon-sense step and one which Members
of the House and the other body should
support.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT OF MEASURE TO
BE CONSIDERED UNDER SUSPEN-
SION OF THE RULES ON TOMOR-
ROW

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 353, I an-
nounce the following measure to be
taken up under suspension of the rules:
H.R. 3075, Medicare Addbacks.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 44
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

f

b 0053

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. SESSIONS) at 12 o’clock
and 53 minutes a.m.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3196, FOREIGN OPERATIONS,
EXPORT FINANCING AND RE-
LATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 106–450) on the
resolution (H. Res. 362) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3196)
making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. LARSON (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today, on account of of-
ficial business.

Mr. KANJORSKI (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today, on account of of-
ficial business.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MENENDEZ) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,

today.
Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania)
to revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous material:)

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SIMPSON, for 5 minutes, on No-

vember 8.
Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, for 5

minutes, today.
f

SENATE BILLS REFERRED
Bills of the Senate of the following

titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 185. An act to establish a Chief Agricul-
tural Negotiator in the Office of the United
States Trade Representative; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

S. 976. An act to amend title V of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to focus the authority
of the Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration on community-
based services for children and adolescents,
to enhance flexibility and accountability, to
establish programs for youth treatment, and
to respond to crises, especially those related
to children and violence; to the Committee
on Commerce.

f

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a bill and a joint
resolution of the House of the following
titles, which were thereupon signed by
the Speaker:

H.R. 609. An act to amend the Export Apple
and Pear Act to limit the applicability of the
Act to apples.

H.J. Res. 75. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2000, and for other purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I

move that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 12 o’clock and 54 minutes
a.m.), the House adjourned until today,
Friday, November 5, 1999, at 9 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

5176. A letter from the Acting Executive
Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Order Granting the London Clear-
ing House’s Petition for an Exemption Pur-
suant to Section 4(c) of the Commodity Ex-
change Act—received November 3, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

5177. A letter from the Acting Executive
Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Foreign Futures and Options
Transactions—received November 3, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

5178. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel, Office of Student Financial Assist-
ance, Department of Education, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Student
Assistance General Provisions (RIN: 1845–
AA07) received November 3, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

5179. A letter from the Associate Chief,
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Revision
of the Commission’s Rules To Ensure Com-
patibility with Enhanced 911 Emergency
Calling Systems [CC Docket No. 94–102 RM–
8143] received November 3, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

5180. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting Copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

5181. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
For Legislative Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting the ‘‘Initial Report of
the United States of America to the UN
Committee Against Torture’’; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

5182. A letter from the Administrator, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the ‘‘1999 Fair Act Inventory of the General
Services Administration’’; to the Committee
on Government Reform.

5183. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
North Dakota Regulatory Program [ND–038–
FOR, Amendment No. XXVII] received No-
vember 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

5184. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator For Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of
the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Re-
visions to Recordkeeping and Reporting Re-
quirements [Docket No. 981224323–9226–02;
I.D. 120198B] (RIN: 0648–AL23) received No-
vember 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

5185. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Pollock by Vessels Catching Pol-
lock for Processing by the Inshore Compo-
nent in the Bering Sea Subarea [Docket No.
990304063–9063–01; I.D. 102699D] received No-
vember 3, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

5186. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Eurocopter France
Model AS332C, L, and L1 Helicopters [Docket
No. 98–SW–59–AD; Amendment 39–11390; AD
99–22–12] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received November

1, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5187. A letter from the Program Analyust,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; British Aerospace
Model BAe 146 and Avro 146–RJ Series Air-
planes [Docket No. 99–NM–27–AD; Amend-
ment 39–11389; AD 99–22–11] (RIN: 2120–AA64)
received November 1, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

5188. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Bell Helicopter Tex-
tron Canada (BHTC) Model 407 Helicopters
[Docket No. 99–SW–07–AD; Amendment 39–
11391; AD 99–22–12] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received
November 1, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5189. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Pratt & Whitney
JT8D–200 Series Turbofan Engines [Docket
No. 92–ANE–15; Amendment 39–11392; AD 99–
22–14] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received November 1,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

5190. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Revi-
sion of Class E Airspace; Beaumont, TX [Air-
space Docket No. 99–ASW–25] received No-
vember 1, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5191. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Revi-
sion of Class E Airspace; Hebbronville, TX
[Airspace Docket No. 99–ASW–24] received
November 1, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

5192. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary to the Department, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Medicare Pro-
gram; Revisions to Payment Policies Under
the Physician Fee Schedule for Calendar
Year 2000 [HCFA–1065–FC] (RIN: 0938–AJ61)
received November 3, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees
on Ways and Means and Commerce.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 1725. A bill to provide for the
conveyance by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment to Douglas County, Oregon, of a county
park and certain adjacent land (Rept. 106–
446). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 2541. A bill to adjust the bound-
aries of the Gulf Islands National Seashore
to include Cat Island, Mississippi; with an
amendment (Rept. 106–447). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 2879. A bill to provide for the
placement at the Lincoln Memorial of a
plaque commemorating the speech of Martin
Luther King, Jr., known as the ‘‘I Have A
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Dream’’ speech (Rept. 106–448). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 1832. A bill to reform unfair and anti-
competitive practices in the professional
boxing industry; with an amendment (Rept.
106–449 Pt. 1).

Mr. DIAZ-BALART: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 362. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 3196) mak-
ing appropriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes (Rept. 106–450). Referred to
the House Calendar.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X, the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce discharged H.R. 1832 referred
to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union, and ordered
to be printed.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. BALDACCI:
H.R. 3217. A bill to assist the efforts of

farmers and cooperatives seeking to engage
in value-added processing of agricultural
goods; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CALVERT (for himself, Mr.
SHIMKUS, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. PAUL, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Ms. HOOLEY of
Oregon, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. SANDLIN,
Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. LEE, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
TIAHRT, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. PAYNE,
Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
ENGLISH, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. HILL of
Montana, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. GARY MIL-
LER of California, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. NEY,
Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. BAKER, Mr. SCHAF-
FER, and Mr. KUYKENDALL):

H.R. 3218. A bill to amend title 31, United
States Code, to prohibit the appearance of
Social Security account numbers on or
through unopened mailings of checks or
other drafts issued on public money in the
Treasury; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mr. COBLE:
H.R. 3219. A bill to amend title 49, United

States Code, to permit an individual to oper-
ate a commercial motor vehicle for the
transportation of certain property solely
within the borders of a State if the indi-
vidual has passed written and driving tests
to operate the vehicle that meet such min-
imum standards as may be prescribed by the
State, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. GEPHARDT (for himself, Mr.
DINGELL, and Mr. CONYERS):

H.R. 3220. A bill to regulate interstate
commerce by electronic means by permit-
ting and encouraging the continued expan-
sion of electronic commerce through the op-
eration of free market forces, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. HOEFFEL (for himself, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. KASICH,

Mr. BONIOR, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mr. TOOMEY, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. COYNE,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. STARK, Mr. KUCINICH,
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. STU-
PAK, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. HOLT, Mr. WU,
Mr. TRAFICANT, and Mr. SANDERS):

H.R. 3221. A bill to review, reform, and ter-
minate unnecessary and inequitable Federal
payments, benefits, services, and tax advan-
tages; to the Committee on Government Re-
form, and in addition to the Committees on
Ways and Means, Rules, and the Budget, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. GOODLING (for himself, Mr.
WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. PETRI, Mr.
CASTLE, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. ISAKSON,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.
KILDEE, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. ROEMER,
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ, Mr. KIND, Ms.
SANCHEZ, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. SAW-
YER, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. WU, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. FORD, and Mr. CLAY):

H.R. 3222. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to im-
prove literacy through family literacy
projects; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. FATTAH (for himself, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. FROST, Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELO, Ms. LEE, Mrs. JONES of
Ohio, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Mr. PASTOR, Ms. BALDWIN,
Mr. CLAY, Mr. OWENS, Mr. MARTINEZ,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. RUSH, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, and
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 3223. A bill to assist institutions of
higher education help at-risk students stay
in school and complete their 4-year postsec-
ondary academic programs; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mrs. KELLY (for herself, Mrs.
THURMAN, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
COOK, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. FILNER, Mr. MCIN-
TYRE, Mr. MATSUI, Ms. KILPATRICK,
Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. FROST, Mr.
KIND, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
KLECZKA, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
and Mr. WALSH):

H.R. 3224. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to require group health
plans to provide coverage for reconstructive
surgery following mastectomy, consistent
with the Women’s Health and Cancer Rights
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MCCRERY (for himself and Mr.
JEFFERSON):

H.R. 3225. A bill to revitalize the inter-
national competitiveness of the United
States-flag maritime industry through tax
relief; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. METCALF:
H.R. 3226. A bill to amend title 49, United

States Code, to improve pipeline safety; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee
on Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii:
H.R. 3227. A bill to amend title 38, United

States Code, to exempt amounts owed for

prescription drugs and medical supplies dis-
pensed by Department of Veterans Affairs
pharmacies from otherwise applicable inter-
est charges and administrative cost charges
imposed on indebtedness to the United
States resulting from the provision of med-
ical care or services by the Department of
Veterans Affairs; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. MORAN of Virginia (for him-
self, Mr. WOLF, Mr. SISISKY, Mr.
DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. WEYGAND, and
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island):

H.R. 3228. A bill to name the building at
8725 John J. Kingman Road, Fort Belvoir,
Virginia, as the ‘‘Andrew T. McNamara
Building’’; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. SANDERS:
H.R. 3229. A bill to amend the Electronic

Fund Transfer Act to prohibit the imposition
of certain additional fees on consumers in
connection with any electronic fund transfer
which is initiated by the consumer from an
electronic terminal operated by a person
other than the financial institution holding
the consumer’s account and which utilizes a
national or regional communication net-
work; to the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services.

By Mr. STUPAK:
H.R. 3230. A bill to amend title 38, United

States Code, to provide that a disease that is
incurred or aggravated by a member of a re-
serve component in the performance of duty
while performing inactive duty training
shall be considered to be service-connected
for purposes of benefits under laws adminis-
tered by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. CRANE:
H.R. 3231. A bill to authorize the transfer

to the Republic of Panama of certain prop-
erties of the United States as set forth in the
Panama Canal Treaties; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. DAVIS of Virginia (for himself
and Mr. ROHRABACHER):

H. Con. Res. 220. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that a
postage stamp should be issued recognizing
the Islamic holy month of Ramadan; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, and Mr.
MENENDEZ):

H. Res. 361. A resolution urging the Presi-
dent to condition discussions about Turkey’s
foreign military finances on resolution of
that nation’s hostile occupation of the Re-
public of Cyprus; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
278. The SPEAKER presented a memorial

of the Legislature of the State of California,
relative to Assembly Joint Resolution No. 33
memorializing the President and Congress of
the United States to support specified fed-
eral legislation to classify spaceports as ex-
empt facilities and enable state and local en-
tities to sell bonds for private or public de-
velopment of spaceport infrastructure; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 82: Mr. PALLONE and Mr. YOUNG of
Florida.

H.R. 274: Mr. SPENCE and Mr. THOMPSON of
Mississippi.
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H.R. 403: Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 405: Mr. THOMPSON of California.
H.R. 534: Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 571: Mr. TERRY.
H.R. 617: Mr. DELAHUNT.
H.R. 721: Mr. MCINTOSH and Mr. MEEHAN.
H.R. 728: Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. FROST, and Mr.

LATHAM.
H.R. 750: Mr. KLINK.
H.R. 845: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.
H.R. 860: Mrs. LOWEY.
H.R. 864: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois and Mr.

NUSSLE.
H.R. 865: Mr. NETHERCUTT and Mr. GORDON.
H.R. 997: Mr. SPENCE and Mr. THOMPSON of

Mississippi.
H.R. 1044: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington and

Mr. GORDON.
H.R. 1102: Mr. TURNER.
H.R. 1111: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon.
H.R. 1115: Mr. ISAKSON.
H.R. 1248: Mr. OLVER.
H.R. 1303: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.
H.R. 1322: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 1329: Mrs. EMERSON.
H.R. 1452: Ms. LEE and Mr. PHELPS.
H.R. 1485: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
H.R. 1511: Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 1592: Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 1606: Mr. DELAHUNT.
H.R. 1686: Mr. KUYKENDALL.
H.R. 1693: Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 1775: Mr. PASTOR, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.

MATSUI, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California,
Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. UPTON, Mr. HOUGHTON,
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. BAKER, Mr. LEWIS of Ken-
tucky, and Mr. TRAFICANT.

H.R. 1816: Mrs. SCHAKOWSKY and Mrs.
MALONEY of New York.

H.R. 1885: Mr. CONYERS.
H.R. 1954: Mr. STEARNS.
H.R. 1967: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. MARTINEZ.
H.R. 2087: Mr. ARMEY and Mr. HASTINGS of

Washington.
H.R. 2120: Mr. DEUTSCH.
H.R. 2200: Ms. LEE.
H.R. 2244: Mr. BRYANT
H.R. 2273: Mr. PICKETT.
H.R. 2298: Mr. RANGEL.
H.R. 2373: Mr. MOORE and Mr. UDALL of

New Mexico.
H.R. 2381: Mr. HOSTETTLER.
H.R. 2457: Mr. SISISKY.
H.R. 2503: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.
H.R. 2538: Mr. LARSON, Mr. ROGERS, Mr.

TERRY, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr.
CASTLE, and Mr. SCHAFFER.

H.R. 2550: Mr. PICKETT.
H.R. 2635: Mr. WOLF.
H.R. 2640: Mr. BOSWELL.
H.R. 2655: Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE.
H.R. 2697: Mr. GORDON and Mr. TERRY.
H.R. 2720: Ms. DUNN.
H.R. 2733: Mr. DICKEY, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr.

BISHOP, and Mr. TANCREDO.
H.R. 2738: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. GEORGE MILLER

of California, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island,
and Mr. KLINK.

H.R. 2749: Ms. GRANGER.
H.R. 2776: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
H.R. 2789: Mr. PAYNE.
H.R. 2859: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. BALDWIN,

and Mr. WEINER.
H.R. 2915: Mr. HOLT and Mr. INSLEE.
H.R. 2966: Mr. BAKER, Mr. BARTLETT of

Maryland, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.
GORDON, Mr. MCINTYRE, and Mr. WYNN.

H.R. 2980: Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 3058: Mr. FARR of California, Mr. DIAZ-

BALART, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mrs. KELLY, and
Mr. MCHUGH.

H.R. 3062: Mr. RANGEL.
H.R. 3091: Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. WISE, Mr. RA-

HALL, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. EVANS,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. FRANK of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. LUTHER, Ms. MCCARTHY of
Missouri, Mr. HOLT, and Mrs. EMERSON.

H.R. 3100: Mr. COOK, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
KUYKENDALL, Ms. BERKLEY, and Mr. CASTLE.

H.R. 3136: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms.
BALDWIN, and Mr. BAIRD.

H.R. 3138: Mr. HUTCHINSON.
H.R. 3144: Ms. NORTON, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.

GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELÓ, and Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 3159: Mr. PHELPS.
H.R. 3180: Mr. KING, Mr. GRAHAM, and Mr.

OWENS.
H.R. 3185: Mr. WYNN.
H.R. 3197: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. FROST, Mr.

GEJDENSON, Mr. MCNULTY, and Mr. DAVIS of
Florida.

H.R. 3212: Mr. CUNNINGHAM and Mr. DUN-
CAN.

H. Con. Res. 51: Ms. CARSON.
H. Con. Res. 77: Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr.

PAYNE, Mr. TURNER, Mrs. WILSON, and Mr.
WYNN.

H. Con. Res. 89: Mr. MCCOLLUM.
H. Con. Res. 165: Mr. BEREUTER.
H. Con. Res. 177: Mr. NADLER, Mr. ABER-

CROMBIE, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. FILNER, Mr. BAR-
RETT of Wisconsin, Mr. FARR of California,
Mr. VENTO, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.

H. Con. Res. 185: Mr. NUSSLE.
H. Con. Res. 204: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H. Con. Res. 212: Mr. JONES of North Caro-

lina, Mr. KASICH, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH, Mr. BONILLA, and Mr. WATTS of
Oklahoma.

H. Con. Res. 217: Mr. WEXLER.
H. Con. Res. 218: Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. MENEN-

DEZ, and Mr. SABO.
H. Res. 238: Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.

BISHOP, Mr. PAUL, and Mr. TANCREDO.
H. Res. 298: Mr. BALLENGER and Mr. TAU-

ZIN.
H. Res. 325: Mr. BONIOR and Mr. PRICE of

North Carolina.
H. Res. 343: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.

ISTOOK, Mr. METCALF, and Mr. GANSKE.
H. Res. 347: Mr. MASCARA, Mr. FROST, Mr.

LOBIONDO, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr.
WEXLER, and Mrs. KELLY.

H. Res. 350: Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. HALL of Ohio,
Mr. SHOWS, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr.
HEFLEY, Mr. HERGER, Mr. HYDE, Mr.
LARGENT, Mr. GARY MILLER of California,
Mr. SANFORD, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. TERRY, Mr.
WAMP, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr.
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. KING, Mr. DICKEY,
Mr. BACHUS, and Mr. RAHALL.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 2528: Mr. BECERRA.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 3073

OFFERED BY: MRS. JOHNSON OF CONNECTICUT

[Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute]

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Strike all after the en-
acting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Fathers Count Act of 1999’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—FATHERHOOD GRANT
PROGRAM

Sec. 101. Fatherhood grants.

TITLE II—FATHERHOOD PROJECTS OF
NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE

Sec. 201. Fatherhood projects of national
significance.

TITLE III—WELFARE-TO-WORK
PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY

Sec. 301. Flexibility in eligibility for par-
ticipation in welfare-to-work program.

Sec. 302. Limited vocational educational
and job training included as allowable
activity.

Sec. 303. Certain grantees authorized to
provide employment services directly.

Sec. 304. Simplification and coordination
of reporting requirements.

Sec. 305. Use of State information to aid
administration of welfare-to-work for-
mula grant funds.

TITLE IV—ALTERNATIVE PENALTY PRO-
CEDURE RELATING TO STATE DIS-
BURSEMENT UNITS
Sec. 401. Alternative penalty procedure re-

lating to State disbursement units.
TITLE V—FINANCING PROVISIONS

Sec. 501. Use of new hire information to
assist in collection of defaulted student
loans and grants.

Sec. 502. Elimination of set-aside of por-
tion of welfare-to-work funds for suc-
cessful performance bonus.

TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS
Sec. 601. Change dates for evaluation.
Sec. 602. Report on undistributed child

support payments.
Sec. 603. Sense of the Congress.
Sec. 604. Additional funding for welfare

evaluation study.
Sec. 605. Training in child abuse and ne-

glect proceedings.
Sec. 606. Use of new hire information to

assist in administration of unemploy-
ment compensation programs.

Sec. 607. Immigration provisions.
TITLE I—FATHERHOOD GRANT PROGRAM
SEC. 101. FATHERHOOD GRANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part A of title IV of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601–679b) is
amended by inserting after section 403 the
following:
‘‘SEC. 403A. FATHERHOOD PROGRAMS.

‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to make grants available to public and pri-
vate entities for projects designed to—

‘‘(1) promote marriage through counseling,
mentoring, disseminating information about
the advantages of marriage, enhancing rela-
tionship skills, teaching how to control ag-
gressive behavior, and other methods;

‘‘(2) promote successful parenting through
counseling, mentoring, disseminating infor-
mation about good parenting practices in-
cluding family planning, training parents in
money management, encouraging child sup-
port payments, encouraging regular visita-
tion between fathers and their children, and
other methods; and

‘‘(3) help fathers and their families avoid or
leave cash welfare provided by the program
under part A and improve their economic
status by providing work first services, job
search, job training, subsidized employment,
career-advancing education, job retention,
job enhancement, and other methods.

‘‘(b) FATHERHOOD GRANTS.—
‘‘(1) APPLICATIONS.—An entity desiring a

grant to carry out a project described in sub-
section (a) may submit to the Secretary an
application that contains the following:

‘‘(A) A description of the project and how
the project will be carried out.

‘‘(B) A description of how the project will
address all 3 of the purposes of this section.

‘‘(C) A written commitment by the entity
that the project will allow an individual to
participate in the project only if the indi-
vidual is—
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‘‘(i) a father of a child who is, or within the

past 24 months has been, a recipient of as-
sistance or services under a State program
funded under this part;

‘‘(ii) a father, including an expectant or
married father, whose income (net of court-
ordered child support) is less than 150 per-
cent of the poverty line (as defined in section
673(2) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981, including any revision required
by such section, applicable to a family of the
size involved); or

‘‘(iii) a parent referred to in paragraph
(3)(A)(iii).

‘‘(D) A written commitment by the entity
that the entity will provide for the project,
from funds obtained from non-Federal
sources, amounts (including in-kind con-
tributions) equal in value to—

‘‘(i) 20 percent of the amount of any grant
made to the entity under this subsection; or

‘‘(ii) such lesser percentage as the Sec-
retary deems appropriate (which shall be not
less than 10 percent) of such amount, if the
application demonstrates that there are cir-
cumstances that limit the ability of the enti-
ty to raise funds or obtain resources.

‘‘(2) CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATIONS BY
INTERAGENCY PANELS.—

‘‘(A) FIRST PANEL.—
‘‘(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established

a panel to be known as the ‘Fatherhood
Grants Recommendations Panel’ (in this
subparagraph referred to as the ‘Panel’).

‘‘(ii) MEMBERSHIP.—
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—The Panel shall be com-

posed of 10 members, as follows:
‘‘(aa) 2 members of the Panel shall be ap-

pointed by the Secretary.
‘‘(bb) 2 members of the Panel shall be ap-

pointed by the Secretary of Labor.
‘‘(cc) 2 members of the Panel shall be ap-

pointed by the Chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

‘‘(dd) 1 member of the Panel shall be ap-
pointed by the ranking minority member of
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives.

‘‘(ee) 2 members of the Panel shall be ap-
pointed by the Chairman of the Committee
on Finance of the Senate.

‘‘(ff) 1 member of the Panel shall be ap-
pointed by the ranking minority member of
the Committee on Finance of the Senate.

‘‘(II) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.—An indi-
vidual shall not be eligible to serve on the
Panel if such service would pose a conflict of
interest for the individual.

‘‘(III) TIMING OF APPOINTMENTS.—The ap-
pointment of members to the Panel shall be
completed not later than March 1, 2000.

‘‘(iii) DUTIES.—
‘‘(I) REVIEW AND MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS

ON PROJECT APPLICATIONS.—The Panel shall
review all applications submitted pursuant
to paragraph (1), and make recommendations
to the Secretary regarding which applicants
should be awarded grants under this sub-
section, with due regard for the provisions of
paragraph (3), but shall not recommend that
a project be awarded such a grant if the ap-
plication describing the project does not at-
tempt to meet the requirement of paragraph
(1)(B).

‘‘(II) TIMING.—The Panel shall make such
recommendations not later than September
1, 2000.

‘‘(iv) TERM OF OFFICE.—Each member ap-
pointed to the Panel shall serve for the life
of the Panel.

‘‘(v) PROHIBITION ON COMPENSATION.—Mem-
bers of the Panel may not receive pay, allow-
ances, or benefits by reason of their service
on the Panel.

‘‘(vi) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member of
the Panel shall receive travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, in ac-

cordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title
5, United States Code.

‘‘(vii) MEETINGS.—The Panel shall meet as
often as is necessary to complete the busi-
ness of the Panel.

‘‘(viii) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of
the Panel shall be designated by the Sec-
retary at the time of appointment.

‘‘(ix) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—The
Secretary may detail any personnel of the
Department of Health and Human Services
and the Secretary of Labor may detail any
personnel of the Department of Labor to the
Panel to assist the Panel in carrying out its
duties under this subparagraph.

‘‘(x) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.—The Panel
may secure directly from any department or
agency of the United States information nec-
essary to enable it to carry out this subpara-
graph. On request of the Chairperson of the
Panel, the head of the department or agency
shall furnish that information to the Panel.

‘‘(xi) MAILS.—The Panel may use the
United States mails in the same manner and
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States.

‘‘(xii) TERMINATION.—The Panel shall ter-
minate on September 1, 2000.

‘‘(B) SECOND PANEL.—
‘‘(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—Effective January 1,

2001, there is established a panel to be known
as the ‘Fatherhood Grants Recommendations
Panel’ (in this subparagraph referred to as
the ‘Panel’).

‘‘(ii) MEMBERSHIP.—
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—The Panel shall be com-

posed of 10 members, as follows:
‘‘(aa) 2 members of the Panel shall be ap-

pointed by the Secretary.
‘‘(bb) 2 members of the Panel shall be ap-

pointed by the Secretary of Labor.
‘‘(cc) 2 members of the Panel shall be ap-

pointed by the Chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

‘‘(dd) 1 member of the Panel shall be ap-
pointed by the ranking minority member of
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives.

‘‘(ee) 2 members of the Panel shall be ap-
pointed by the Chairman of the Committee
on Finance of the Senate.

‘‘(ff) 1 member of the Panel shall be ap-
pointed by the ranking minority member of
the Committee on Finance of the Senate.

‘‘(II) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.—An indi-
vidual shall not be eligible to serve on the
Panel if such service would pose a conflict of
interest for the individual.

‘‘(III) TIMING OF APPOINTMENTS.—The ap-
pointment of members to the Panel shall be
completed not later than March 1, 2001.

‘‘(iii) DUTIES.—
‘‘(I) REVIEW AND MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS

ON PROJECT APPLICATIONS.—The Panel shall
review all applications submitted pursuant
to paragraph (1), and make recommendations
to the Secretary regarding which applicants
should be awarded grants under this sub-
section, with due regard for the provisions of
paragraph (3), but shall not recommend that
a project be awarded such a grant if the ap-
plication describing the project does not at-
tempt to meet the requirement of paragraph
(1)(B).

‘‘(II) TIMING.—The Panel shall make such
recommendations not later than September
1, 2001.

‘‘(iv) TERM OF OFFICE.—Each member ap-
pointed to the Panel shall serve for the life
of the Panel.

‘‘(v) PROHIBITION ON COMPENSATION.—Mem-
bers of the Panel may not receive pay, allow-
ances, or benefits by reason of their service
on the Panel.

‘‘(vi) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member of
the Panel shall receive travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, in ac-

cordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title
5, United States Code.

‘‘(vii) MEETINGS.—The Panel shall meet as
often as is necessary to complete the busi-
ness of the Panel.

‘‘(viii) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of
the Panel shall be designated by the Sec-
retary at the time of appointment.

‘‘(ix) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—The
Secretary may detail any personnel of the
Department of Health and Human Services
and the Secretary of Labor may detail any
personnel of the Department of Labor to the
Panel to assist the Panel in carrying out its
duties under this subparagraph.

‘‘(x) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.—The Panel
may secure directly from any department or
agency of the United States information nec-
essary to enable it to carry out this subpara-
graph. On request of the Chairperson of the
Panel, the head of the department or agency
shall furnish that information to the Panel.

‘‘(xi) MAILS.—The Panel may use the
United States mails in the same manner and
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States.

‘‘(xii) TERMINATION.—The Panel shall ter-
minate on September 1, 2001.

‘‘(3) MATCHING GRANTS.—
‘‘(A) GRANT AWARDS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall

award matching grants, on a competitive
basis, among entities submitting applica-
tions therefor which meet the requirements
of paragraph (1), in amounts that take into
account the written commitments referred
to in paragraph (1)(D).

‘‘(ii) TIMING.—
‘‘(I) FIRST ROUND.—On October 1, 2000, the

Secretary shall award not more than
$70,000,000 in matching grants after consid-
ering the recommendations submitted pursu-
ant to paragraph (2)(A)(iii)(I).

‘‘(II) SECOND ROUND.—On October 1, 2001,
the Secretary shall award not more than
$70,000,000 in matching grants after consid-
ering the recommendations submitted pursu-
ant to paragraph (2)(B)(iii)(I).

‘‘(iii) NONDISCRIMINATION.—The provisions
of this section shall be applied and adminis-
tered so as to ensure that mothers, expect-
ant mothers, and married mothers are eligi-
ble for benefits and services under projects
awarded grants under this section on the
same basis as fathers, expectant fathers, and
married fathers.

‘‘(B) PREFERENCES.—In determining which
entities to which to award grants under this
subsection, the Secretary shall give pref-
erence to an entity—

‘‘(i) to the extent that the application sub-
mitted by the entity describes actions that
the entity will take that are designed to en-
courage or facilitate the payment of child
support, including but not limited to—

‘‘(I) obtaining agreements with the State
in which the project will be carried out
under which the State will exercise its au-
thority under the last sentence of section
457(a)(2)(B)(iv) in every case in which such
authority may be exercised;

‘‘(II) obtaining a written commitment by
the agency responsible for administering the
State plan approved under part D for the
State in which the project is to be carried
out that the State will voluntarily cancel
child support arrearages owed to the State
by the father as a result of the father pro-
viding various supports to the family such as
maintaining a regular child support payment
schedule or living with his children; and

‘‘(III) obtaining a written commitment by
the entity that the entity will help partici-
pating fathers who cooperate with the agen-
cy in improving their credit rating;

‘‘(ii) to the extent that the application in-
cludes written agreements of cooperation
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with other private and governmental agen-
cies, including the State or local program
funded under this part, the local Workforce
Investment Board, the State or local pro-
gram funded under part D, and the State or
local program funded under part E, which
should include a description of the services
each such agency will provide to fathers par-
ticipating in the project described in the ap-
plication;

‘‘(iii) to the extent that the application de-
scribes a project that will enroll a high per-
centage of project participants within 6
months before or after the birth of the child;
or

‘‘(iv) to the extent that the application
sets forth clear and practical methods by
which fathers will be recruited to participate
in the project.

‘‘(C) MINIMUM PERCENTAGE OF RECIPIENTS

OF GRANT FUNDS TO BE NONGOVERNMENTAL (IN-
CLUDING FAITH-BASED) ORGANIZATIONS.—Not
less than 75 percent of the entities awarded
grants under this subsection in each fiscal
year (other than entities awarded such
grants pursuant to the preferences required
by subparagraph (B)) shall be awarded to—

‘‘(i) nongovernmental (including faith-
based) organizations; or

‘‘(ii) governmental organizations that pass
through to organizations referred to in
clause (i) at least 50 percent of the amount of
the grant.

‘‘(D) DIVERSITY OF PROJECTS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In determining which en-

tities to which to award grants under this
subsection, the Secretary shall attempt to
achieve a balance among entities of differing
sizes, entities in differing geographic areas,
entities in urban versus rural areas, and en-
tities employing differing methods of achiev-
ing the purposes of this section.

‘‘(ii) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.—Within 90
days after each award of grants under sub-
clause (I) or (II) of subparagraph (A)(ii), the
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Finance of the
Senate a brief report on the diversity of
projectes selected to receive funds under the
grant program. The report shall include a
comparison of funding for projects located in
urban areas, projects located in suburban
areas, and projects located in rural areas.

‘‘(E) PAYMENT OF GRANT IN 4 EQUAL ANNUAL

INSTALLMENTS.—During the fiscal year in
which a grant is awarded under this sub-
section and each of the succeeding 3 fiscal
years, the Secretary shall provide to the en-
tity awarded the grant an amount equal to 1⁄4
of the amount of the grant.

‘‘(4) USE OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Each entity to which a

grant is made under this subsection shall use
grant funds provided under this subsection in
accordance with the application requesting
the grant, the requirements of this sub-
section, and the regulations prescribed under
this subsection, and may use the grant funds
to support community-wide initiatives to ad-
dress the purposes of this section.

‘‘(B) NONDISPLACEMENT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—An adult in a work activ-

ity described in section 407(d) which is fund-
ed, in whole or in part, by funds provided
under this section shall not be employed or
assigned—

‘‘(I) when any other individual is on layoff
from the same or any substantially equiva-
lent job; or

‘‘(II) if the employer has terminated the
employment of any regular employee or oth-
erwise caused an involuntary reduction of its
workforce in order to fill the vacancy so cre-
ated with such an adult.

‘‘(ii) GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE.—

‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—Complaints alleging vio-
lations of clause (i) in a State may be
resolved—

‘‘(aa) if the State has established a griev-
ance procedure under section 403(a)(5)(J)(iv),
pursuant to the grievance procedure; or

‘‘(bb) otherwise, pursuant to the grievance
procedure established by the State under
section 407(f)(3).

‘‘(II) FORFEITURE OF GRANT IF GRIEVANCE
PROCEDURE NOT AVAILABLE.—If a complaint
referred to in subclause (I) is made against
an entity to which a grant has been made
under this section with respect to a project,
and the complaint cannot be brought to, or
cannot be resolved within 90 days after being
brought, by a grievance procedure referred to
in subclause (I), then the entity shall imme-
diately return to the Secretary all funds pro-
vided to the entity under this section for the
project, and the Secretary shall immediately
rescind the grant.

‘‘(C) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—This section
shall not be construed to require the partici-
pation of a father in a project funded under
this section to be discontinued by the project
on the basis of changed economic cir-
cumstances of the father.

‘‘(D) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION ON MARRIAGE.—
This section shall not be construed to au-
thorize the Secretary to define marriage for
purposes of this section.

‘‘(E) PENALTY FOR MISUSE OF GRANT
FUNDS.—If the Secretary determines that an
entity to which a grant is made under this
subsection has used any amount of the grant
in violation of subparagraph (A), the Sec-
retary shall require the entity to remit to
the Secretary an amount equal to the
amount so used, plus all remaining grant
funds, and the entity shall thereafter be in-
eligible for any grant under this subsection.

‘‘(F) REMITTANCE OF UNUSED GRANT
FUNDS.—Each entity to which a grant is
awarded under this subsection shall remit to
the Secretary all funds paid under the grant
that remain at the end of the 5th fiscal year
ending after the initial grant award.

‘‘(5) AUTHORITY OF AGENCIES TO EXCHANGE
INFORMATION.—Each agency administering a
program funded under this part or a State
plan approved under part D may share the
name, address, telephone number, and identi-
fying case number information in the State
program funded under this part, of fathers
for purposes of assisting in determining the
eligibility of fathers to participate in
projects receiving grants under this section,
and in contacting fathers potentially eligible
to participate in the projects, subject to all
applicable privacy laws.

‘‘(6) EVALUATION.—The Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Labor, shall,
directly or by grant, contract, or inter-
agency agreement, conduct an evaluation of
projects funded under this section (other
than under subsection (c)(1)). The evaluation
shall assess, among other outcomes selected
by the Secretary, effects of the projects on
marriage, parenting, employment, earnings,
and payment of child support. In selecting
projects for the evaluation, the Secretary
should include projects that, in the Sec-
retary’s judgment, are most likely to impact
the matters described in the purposes of this
section. In conducting the evaluation, ran-
dom assignment should be used wherever
possible.

‘‘(7) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary to carry out this subsection.

‘‘(8) LIMITATION ON APPLICABILITY OF OTHER
PROVISIONS OF THIS PART.—Sections 404
through 410 shall not apply to this section or
to amounts paid under this section, and shall
not be applied to an entity solely by reason
of receipt of funds pursuant to this section.
A project shall not be considered a State pro-

gram funded under this part solely by reason
of receipt of funds paid under this section.

‘‘(9) FUNDING.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(i) INTERAGENCY PANELS.—Of the amounts

made available pursuant to section
403(a)(1)(E) to carry out this section for fis-
cal years 2000 and 2001, a total of $150,000
shall be made available for the interagency
panels established by paragraph (2) of this
subsection.

‘‘(ii) GRANTS.—Of the amounts made avail-
able pursuant to section 403(a)(1)(E) to carry
out this section, there shall be made avail-
able for grants under this subsection—

‘‘(I) $17,500,000 for fiscal year 2001;
‘‘(II) $35,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2002

through 2004; and
‘‘(III) $17,500,000 for fiscal year 2005.
‘‘(iii) EVALUATION.—Of the amounts made

available pursuant to section 403(a)(1)(E) to
carry out this section for fiscal years 2000
through 2006, a total of $6,000,000 shall be
made available for the evaluation required
by paragraph (6) of this subsection.

‘‘(B) AVAILABILITY.—
‘‘(i) GRANT FUNDS.—The amounts made

available pursuant to subparagraph (A)(ii)
shall remain available until the end of fiscal
year 2005.

‘‘(ii) EVALUATION FUNDS.—The amounts
made available pursuant to subparagraph
(A)(iii) shall remain available until the end
of fiscal year 2007.’’.

(b) FUNDING.—Section 403(a)(1)(E) of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(1)(E)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘, and for fiscal years 2000 through
2006, such sums as are necessary to carry out
section 403A’’ before the period.

(c) AUTHORITY TO STATES TO PASS THROUGH
CHILD SUPPORT ARREARAGES COLLECTED
THROUGH TAX REFUND INTERCEPT TO FAMI-
LIES WHO HAVE CEASED TO RECEIVE CASH AS-
SISTANCE; FEDERAL REIMBURSEMENT OF
STATE SHARE OF SUCH PASSED THROUGH AR-
REARAGES.—Section 457(a)(2)(B)(iv) of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 657(a)(2)(B)(iv)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(except the last sentence
of this clause)’’ after ‘‘this section’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘Notwithstanding the preceding sentences of
this clause, if the amount is collected on be-
half of a family that includes a child of a
participant in a project funded under section
403A and that has ceased to receive cash pay-
ments under a State program funded under
section 403, then the State may distribute
the amount collected pursuant to section 464
to the family, and the aggregate of the
amounts otherwise required by this section
to be paid by the State to the Federal gov-
ernment shall be reduced by an amount
equal to the State share of the amount col-
lected pursuant to section 464 that would
otherwise be retained as reimbursement for
assistance paid to the family.’’.

(d) APPLICABILITY OF CHARITABLE CHOICE
PROVISIONS OF WELFARE REFORM.—Section
104 of the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (42
U.S.C. 604a) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(l) Notwithstanding the preceding provi-
sions of this section, this section shall apply
to any entity to which funds have been pro-
vided under section 403A of the Social Secu-
rity Act in the same manner in which this
section applies to States, and, for purposes of
this section, any project for which such
funds are so provided shall be considered a
program described in subsection (a)(2).’’.

TITLE II—FATHERHOOD PRO-
JECTS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE

SEC. 201. FATHERHOOD PROJECTS OF NATIONAL
SIGNIFICANCE.

Section 403A of the Social Security Act, as
added by title I of this Act, is amended by
adding at the end the following:
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‘‘(c) FATHERHOOD PROJECTS OF NATIONAL

SIGNIFICANCE.—
‘‘(1) NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE.—The Sec-

retary shall award a $5,000,000 grant to a na-
tionally recognized, nonprofit fatherhood
promotion organization with at least 4 years
of experience in designing and disseminating
a national public education campaign, in-
cluding the production and successful place-
ment of television, radio, and print public
service announcements which promote the
importance of responsible fatherhood, and
with at least 4 years experience providing
consultation and training to community-
based organizations interested in imple-
menting fatherhood outreach, support, or
skill development programs with an empha-
sis on promoting married fatherhood as the
ideal, to—

‘‘(A) develop, promote, and distribute to
interested States, local governments, public
agencies, and private nonprofit organiza-
tions, including charitable and religious or-
ganizations, a media campaign that encour-
ages the appropriate involvement of both
parents in the life of any child of the par-
ents, and encourages such organizations to
develope or sponsor programs that specifi-
cally address the issue of responsible father-
hood and the advantages conferred on chil-
dren by marriage;

‘‘(B) develop a national clearinghouse to
assist States, communities, and private enti-
ties in efforts to promote and support mar-
riage and responsible fatherhood by col-
lecting, evaluating, and making available
(through the Internet and by other means) to
all interested parties, information regarding
media campaigns and fatherhood programs;

‘‘(C) develop and distribute materials that
are for use by entities described in subpara-
graph (A) or (B) and that help young adults
manage their money, develop the knowledge
and skills needed to promote successful mar-
riages, plan for future expenditures and in-
vestments, and plan for retirement;

‘‘(D) develop and distribute materials that
are for use by entities described in subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) and that list all the
sources of public support for education and
training that are available to young adults,
including government spending programs as
well as benefits under Federal and State tax
laws.

‘‘(2) MULTICITY FATHERHOOD PROJECTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall

award a $5,000,000 grant to each of 2 nation-
ally recognized nonprofit fatherhood pro-
motion organizations which meet the re-
quirements of subparagraph (B), at least 1 of
which organizations meets the requirement
of subparagraph (C).

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The requirements of
this subparagraph are the following:

‘‘(i) The organization must have several
years of experience in designing and con-
ducting programs that meet the purposes de-
scribed in paragraph (1).

‘‘(ii) The organization must have experi-
ence in simultaneously conducting such pro-
grams in more than 1 major metropolitan
area and in coordinating such programs with
local government agencies and private, non-
profit agencies, including State or local
agencies responsible for conducting the pro-
gram under part D and Workfore Investment
Boards.

‘‘(iii) The organization must submit to the
Secretary an application that meets all the
conditions applicable to the organization
under this section and that provides for
projects to be conducted in 3 major metro-
politan areas.

‘‘(C) USE OF MARRIED COUPLES TO DELIVER
SERVICES IN THE INNER CITY.—The require-
ment of this subparagraph is that the organi-
zation has extensive experience in using

married couples to deliver program services
in the inner city.

‘‘(3) PAYMENT OF GRANTS IN 4 EQUAL ANNUAL
INSTALLMENTS.—During each of fiscal years
2002 through 2005, the Secretary shall provide
to each entity awarded a grant under this
subsection an amount equal to 1⁄4 of the
amount of the grant.

‘‘(4) FUNDING.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made

available pursuant to section 403(a)(1)(E) to
carry out this section, $3,750,000 shall be
made available for grants under this sub-
section for each of fiscal years 2002 through
2005.

‘‘(B) AVAILABILITY.—The amounts made
available pursuant to subparagraph (A) shall
remain available until the end of fiscal year
2005.’’.
TITLE III—WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAM

ELIGIBILITY
SEC. 301. FLEXIBILITY IN ELIGIBILITY FOR PAR-

TICIPATION IN WELFARE-TO-WORK
PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 403(a)(5)(C)(ii) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
603(a)(5)(C)(ii)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(ii) GENERAL ELIGIBILITY.—An entity that
operates a project with funds provided under
this paragraph may expend funds provided to
the project for the benefit of recipients of as-
sistance under the program funded under
this part of the State in which the entity is
located who—

‘‘(I) has received assistance under the
State program funded under this part
(whether in effect before or after the amend-
ments made by section 103 of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 first apply to the
State) for at least 30 months (whether or not
consecutive); or

‘‘(II) within 12 months, will become ineli-
gible for assistance under the State program
funded under this part by reason of a
durational limit on such assistance, without
regard to any exemption provided pursuant
to section 408(a)(7)(C) that may apply to the
individual.’’.

(b) NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 403(a)(5)(C) of

such Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)(C)) is amended—
(A) by redesignating clauses (iii) through

(viii) as clauses (iv) through (ix), respec-
tively; and

(B) by inserting after clause (ii) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(iii) NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS.—An entity
that operates a project with funds provided
under this paragraph may use the funds to
provide services in a form described in clause
(i) to noncustodial parents with respect to
whom the requirements of the following sub-
clauses are met:

‘‘(I) The noncustodial parent is unem-
ployed, underemployed, or having difficulty
in paying child support obligations.

‘‘(II) At least 1 of the following applies to
a minor child of the noncustodial parent
(with preference in the determination of the
noncustodial parents to be provided services
under this paragraph to be provided by the
entity to those noncustodial parents with
minor children who meet, or who have custo-
dial parents who meet, the requirements of
item (aa)):

‘‘(aa) The minor child or the custodial par-
ent of the minor child meets the require-
ments of subclause (I) or (II) of clause (ii).

‘‘(bb) The minor child is eligible for, or is
receiving, benefits under the program funded
under this part.

‘‘(cc) The minor child received benefits
under the program funded under this part in
the 12-month period preceding the date of
the determination but no longer receives
such benefits.

‘‘(dd) The minor child is eligible for, or is
receiving, assistance under the Food Stamp
Act of 1977, benefits under the supplemental
security income program under title XVI of
this Act, medical assistance under title XIX
of this Act, or child health assistance under
title XXI of this Act.

‘‘(III) In the case of a noncustodial parent
who becomes enrolled in the project on or
after the date of the enactment of this
clause, the noncustodial parent is in compli-
ance with the terms of an oral or written
personal responsibility contract entered into
among the noncustodial parent, the entity,
and (unless the entity demonstrates to the
Secretary that the entity is not capable of
coordinating with such agency) the agency
responsible for administering the State plan
under part D, which was developed taking
into account the employment and child sup-
port status of the noncustodial parent, which
was entered into not later than 30 (or, at the
option of the entity, not later than 90) days
after the noncustodial parent was enrolled in
the project, and which, at a minimum, in-
cludes the following:

‘‘(aa) A commitment by the noncustodial
parent to cooperate, at the earliest oppor-
tunity, in the establishment of the paternity
of the minor child, through voluntary ac-
knowledgement or other procedures, and in
the establishment of a child support order.

‘‘(bb) A commitment by the noncustodial
parent to cooperate in the payment of child
support for the minor child, which may in-
clude a modification of an existing support
order to take into account the ability of the
noncustodial parent to pay such support and
the participation of such parent in the
project.

‘‘(cc) A commitment by the noncustodial
parent to participate in employment or re-
lated activities that will enable the non-
custodial parent to make regular child sup-
port payments, and if the noncustodial par-
ent has not attained 20 years of age, such re-
lated activities may include completion of
high school, a general equivalency degree, or
other education directly related to employ-
ment.

‘‘(dd) A description of the services to be
provided under this paragraph, and a com-
mitment by the noncustodial parent to par-
ticipate in such services, that are designed
to assist the noncustodial parent obtain and
retain employment, increase earnings, and
enhance the financial and emotional con-
tributions to the well-being of the minor
child.
In order to protect custodial parents and
children who may be at risk of domestic vio-
lence, the preceding provisions of this sub-
clause shall not be construed to affect any
other provision of law requiring a custodial
parent to cooperate in establishing the pa-
ternity of a child or establishing or enforcing
a support order with respect to a child, or
entitling a custodial parent to refuse, for
good cause, to provide such cooperation as a
condition of assistance or benefit under any
program, shall not be construed to require
such cooperation by the custodial parent as
a condition of participation of either parent
in the program authorized under this para-
graph, and shall not be construed to require
a custodial parent to cooperate with or par-
ticipate in any activity under this clause.
The entity operating a project under this
clause with funds provided under this para-
graph shall consult with domestic violence
prevention and intervention organizations in
the development of the project.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
412(a)(3)(C)(ii) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
612(a)(3)(C)(ii)) is amended by striking ‘‘(vii)’’
and inserting ‘‘(viii)’’.

VerDate 29-OCT-99 05:47 Nov 05, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00078 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A04NO7.051 pfrm02 PsN: H04PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H11561November 4, 1999
(c) RECIPIENTS WITH CHARACTERISTICS OF

LONG-TERM DEPENDENCY; CHILDREN AGING
OUT OF FOSTER CARE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 403(a)(5)(C)(iv) of
such Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)(C)(iv)), as so re-
designated by subsection (b)(1)(A) of this sec-
tion, is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of sub-
clause (I); and

(B) by striking subclause (II) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(II) to children—
‘‘(aa) who have attained 18 years of age but

not 25 years of age; and
‘‘(bb) who, before attaining 18 years of age,

were recipients of foster care maintenance
payments (as defined in section 475(4)) under
part E or were in foster care under the re-
sponsibility of a State;

‘‘(III) to recipients of assistance under the
State program funded under this part, deter-
mined to have significant barriers to self-
sufficiency, pursuant to criteria established
by the local private industry council; or

‘‘(IV) to custodial parents with incomes
below 100 percent of the poverty line (as de-
fined in section 673(2) of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1981, including any re-
vision required by such section, applicable to
a family of the size involved).’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
403(a)(5)(C)(iv) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
603(a)(5)(C)(iv)), as so redesignated by sub-
section (b)(1)(A) of this section, is amended—

(A) in the heading by inserting ‘‘HARD TO
EMPLOY’’ before ‘‘INDIVIDUALS’’; and

(B) in the last sentence by striking ‘‘clause
(ii)’’ and inserting ‘‘clauses (ii) and (iii) and,
as appropriate, clause (v)’’.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
404(k)(1)(C)(iii) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
604(k)(1)(C)(iii)) is amended by striking
‘‘item (aa) or (bb) of section
403(a)(5)(C)(ii)(II)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
403(a)(5)(C)(iii)’’.
SEC. 302. LIMITED VOCATIONAL EDUCATIONAL

AND JOB TRAINING INCLUDED AS
ALLOWABLE ACTIVITIES.

Section 403(a)(5)(C)(i) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)(C)(i)) is amended
by inserting after subclause (VI) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(VII) Not more than 6 months of voca-
tional educational or job training.’’.
SEC. 303. CERTAIN GRANTEES AUTHORIZED TO

PROVIDE EMPLOYMENT SERVICES
DIRECTLY.

Section 403(a)(5)(C)(i)(IV) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)(C)(i)(IV)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘, or if the entity is
not a private industry council or workforce
investment board, the direct provision of
such services’’ before the period.
SEC. 304. SIMPLIFICATION AND COORDINATION

OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.
(a) ELIMINATION OF CURRENT REQUIRE-

MENTS.—Section 411(a)(1)(A) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 611(a)(1)(A)) is
amended—

(1) in the matter preceding clause (i), by
inserting ‘‘(except for information relating
to activities carried out under section
403(a)(5))’’ after ‘‘part’’; and

(2) by striking clause (xviii).
(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF REPORTING REQUIRE-

MENT.—Section 403(a)(5)(C) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)(C)), as amend-
ed by section 301(b)(1) of this Act, is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(x) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—The Sec-
retary of Labor, in consultation with the
Secretary of Health and Human Services,
States, and organizations that represent
State or local governments, shall establish
requirements for the collection and mainte-
nance of financial and participant informa-
tion and the reporting of such information
by entities carrying out activities under this
paragraph.’’.

SEC. 305. USE OF STATE INFORMATION TO AID
ADMINISTRATION OF WELFARE-TO-
WORK GRANT FUNDS.

(a) AUTHORITY OF STATE AGENCIES TO DIS-
CLOSE TO PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCILS THE
NAMES, ADDRESSESS, AND TELEPHONE NUM-
BERS OF POTENTIAL WELFARE-TO-WORK PRO-
GRAM PARTICIPANTS.—

(1) STATE IV-D AGENCIES.—Section 454A(f) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 654a(f)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(5) PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCILS RECEIVING
WELFARE-TO-WORK GRANTS.—Disclosing to a
private industry council (as defined in sec-
tion 403(a)(5)(D)(ii)) to which funds are pro-
vided under section 403(a)(5) the names, ad-
dresses, telephone numbers, and identifying
case number information in the State pro-
gram funded under part A, of noncustodial
parents residing in the service delivery area
of the private industry council, for the pur-
pose of identifying and contacting noncusto-
dial parents regarding participation in the
program under section 403(a)(5).’’.

(2) STATE TANF AGENCIES.—Section 403(a)(5)
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(K) INFORMATION DISCLOSURE.—If a State
to which a grant is made under section 403
establishes safeguards against the use or dis-
closure of information about applicants or
recipients of assistance under the State pro-
gram funded under this part, the safeguards
shall not prevent the State agency admin-
istering the program from furnishing to a
private industry council the names, address-
es, telephone numbers, and identifying case
number information in the State program
funded under this part, of noncustodial par-
ents residing in the service delivery area of
the private industry council, for the purpose
of identifying and contacting noncustodial
parents regarding participation in the pro-
gram under this paragraph.’’.

(b) SAFEGUARDING OF INFORMATION DIS-
CLOSED TO PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCILS.—
Section 403(a)(5)(A)(ii)(I) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 603(a)(5)(A)(ii)(I)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of item
(dd);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
item (ee) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ff) describes how the State will ensure

that a private industry council to which in-
formation is disclosed pursuant to section
403(a)(5)(K) or 454A(f)(5) has procedures for
safeguarding the information and for ensur-
ing that the information is used solely for
the purpose described in that section.’’.
TITLE IV—ALTERNATIVE PENALTY PRO-

CEDURE RELATING TO STATE DIS-
BURSEMENT UNITS

SEC. 401. ALTERNATIVE PENALTY PROCEDURE
RELATING TO STATE DISBURSE-
MENT UNITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 455(a) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 655(a)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(5)(A)(i) If—
‘‘(I) the Secretary determines that a State

plan under section 454 would (in the absence
of this paragraph) be disapproved for the fail-
ure of the State to comply with subpara-
graphs (A) and (B)(i) of section 454(27), and
that the State has made and is continuing to
make a good faith effort to so comply; and

‘‘(II) the State has submitted to the Sec-
retary, not later than April 1, 2000, a correc-
tive compliance plan that describes how, by
when, and at what cost the State will
achieve such compliance, which has been ap-
proved by the Secretary,
then the Secretary shall not disapprove the
State plan under section 454, and the Sec-
retary shall reduce the amount otherwise
payable to the State under paragraph (1)(A)

of this subsection for the fiscal year by the
penalty amount.

‘‘(ii) All failures of a State during a fiscal
year to comply with any of the requirements
of section 454B shall be considered a single
failure of the State to comply with subpara-
graphs (A) and (B)(i) of section 454(27) during
the fiscal year for purposes of this para-
graph.

‘‘(B) In this paragraph:
‘‘(i) The term ‘penalty amount’ means,

with respect to a failure of a State to comply
with subparagraphs (A) and (B)(i) of section
454(27)—

‘‘(I) 4 percent of the penalty base, in the
case of the 1st fiscal year in which such a
failure by the State occurs (regardless of
whether a penalty is imposed in that fiscal
year under this paragraph with respect to
the failure), except as provided in subpara-
graph (C)(ii) of this paragraph;

‘‘(II) 8 percent of the penalty base, in the
case of the 2nd such fiscal year;

‘‘(III) 16 percent of the penalty base, in the
case of the 3rd such fiscal year;

‘‘(IV) 25 percent of the penalty base, in the
case of the 4th such fiscal year; or

‘‘(V) 30 percent of the penalty base, in the
case of the 5th or any subsequent such fiscal
year.

‘‘(ii) The term ‘penalty base’ means, with
respect to a failure of a State to comply with
subparagraphs (A) and (B)(i) of section 454(27)
during a fiscal year, the amount otherwise
payable to the State under paragraph (1)(A)
of this subsection for the preceding fiscal
year.

‘‘(C)(i) The Secretary shall waive all pen-
alties imposed against a State under this
paragraph for any failure of the State to
comply with subparagraphs (A) and (B)(i) of
section 454(27) if the Secretary determines
that, before April 1, 2000, the State has
achieved such compliance.

‘‘(ii) If a State with respect to which a re-
duction is required to be made under this
paragraph with respect to a failure to com-
ply with subparagraphs (A) and (B)(i) of sec-
tion 454(27) achieves such compliance on or
after April 1, 2000, and on or before Sep-
tember 30, 2000, then the penalty amount ap-
plicable to the State shall be 1 percent of the
penalty base with respect to the failure in-
volved.

‘‘(D) The Secretary may not impose a pen-
alty under this paragraph against a State for
a fiscal year for which the amount otherwise
payable to the State under paragraph (1)(A)
of this subsection is reduced under paragraph
(4) of this subsection for failure to comply
with section 454(24)(A).’’.

(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF PENALTY UNDER
TANF PROGRAM.—Section 409(a)(8)(A)(i)(III)
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(8)(A)(i)(III)) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 454(24)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘paragraph (24), or subparagraph (A)
or (B)(i) of paragraph (27), of section 454’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 1999.

TITLE V—FINANCING PROVISIONS

SEC. 501. USE OF NEW HIRE INFORMATION TO AS-
SIST IN COLLECTION OF DE-
FAULTED STUDENT LOANS AND
GRANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 453(j) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 653(j)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(6) INFORMATION COMPARISONS AND DISCLO-
SURE FOR ENFORCEMENT OF OBLIGATIONS ON
HIGHER EDUCATION ACT LOANS AND GRANTS.—

‘‘(A) FURNISHING OF INFORMATION BY THE
SECRETARY OF EDUCATION.—The Secretary of
Education shall furnish to the Secretary, on
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Education shall furnish to the Secretary, on
a quarterly basis or at such less frequent in-
tervals as may be determined by the Sec-
retary of Education, information in the cus-
tody of the Secretary of Education for com-
parison with information in the National Di-
rectory of New Hires, in order to obtain the
information in such directory with respect
to individuals who—

‘‘(i) are borrowers of loans made under
title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965
that are in default; or

‘‘(ii) owe an obligation to refund an over-
payment of a grant awarded under such title.

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENT TO SEEK MINIMUM INFOR-
MATION NECESSARY.—The Secretary of Edu-
cation shall seek information pursuant to
this section only to the extent essential to
improving collection of the debt described in
subparagraph (A).

‘‘(C) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.—
‘‘(i) INFORMATION COMPARISON; DISCLOSURE

TO THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION.—The Sec-
retary, in cooperation with the Secretary of
Education, shall compare information in the
National Directory of New Hires with infor-
mation in the custody of the Secretary of
Education, and disclose information in that
Directory to the Secretary of Education, in
accordance with this paragraph, for the pur-
poses specified in this paragraph.

‘‘(ii) CONDITION ON DISCLOSURE.—The Sec-
retary shall make disclosures in accordance
with clause (i) only to the extent that the
Secretary determines that such disclosures
do not interfere with the effective operation
of the program under this part. Support col-
lection under section 466(b) shall be given
priority over collection of any defaulted stu-
dent loan or grant overpayment against the
same income.

‘‘(D) USE OF INFORMATION BY THE SEC-
RETARY OF EDUCATION.—The Secretary of
Education may use information resulting
from a data match pursuant to this para-
graph only—

‘‘(i) for the purpose of collection of the
debt described in subparagraph (A) owed by
an individual whose annualized wage level
(determined by taking into consideration in-
formation from the National Directory of
New Hires) exceeds $16,000; and

‘‘(ii) after removal of personal identifiers,
to conduct analyses of student loan defaults.

‘‘(E) DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION BY THE
SECRETARY OF EDUCATION.—

‘‘(i) DISCLOSURES PERMITTED.—The Sec-
retary of Education may disclose informa-
tion resulting from a data match pursuant to
this paragraph only to—

‘‘(I) a guaranty agency holding a loan
made under part B of title IV of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 on which the indi-
vidual is obligated;

‘‘(II) a contractor or agent of the guaranty
agency described in subclause (I);

‘‘(III) a contractor or agent of the Sec-
retary; and

‘‘(IV) the Attorney General.
‘‘(ii) PURPOSE OF DISCLOSURE.—The Sec-

retary of Education may make a disclosure
under clause (i) only for the purpose of col-
lection of the debts owed on defaulted stu-
dent loans, or overpayments of grants, made
under title IV of the Higher Education Act of
1965.

‘‘(iii) RESTRICTION ON REDISCLOSURE.—An
entity to which information is disclosed
under clause (i) may use or disclose such in-
formation only as needed for the purpose of
collecting on defaulted student loans, or
overpayments of grants, made under title IV
of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

‘‘(F) REIMBURSEMENT OF HHS COSTS.—The
Secretary of Education shall reimburse the
Secretary, in accordance with subsection
(k)(3), for the additional costs incurred by

the Secretary in furnishing the information
requested under this subparagraph.’’.

(b) PENALTIES FOR MISUSE OF INFORMA-
TION.—Section 402(a) of the Child Support
Performance and Incentive Act of 1998 (112
Stat. 669) is amended in the matter added by
paragraph (2) by inserting ‘‘or any other per-
son’’ after ‘‘officer or employee of the United
States’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall become effective
October 1, 1999.
SEC. 502. ELIMINATION OF SET-ASIDE OF POR-

TION OF WELFARE-TO-WORK FUNDS
FOR SUCCESSFUL PERFORMANCE
BONUS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 403(a)(5) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)) is
amended by striking subparagraph (E) and
redesignating subparagraphs (F) through (K)
(as added by section 305(a)(2) of this Act) as
subparagraphs (E) through (J), respectively.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 403(a)(5)(A)(i) of such Act (42

U.S.C. 603(a)(5)(A)(i)) is amended by striking
‘‘subparagraph (I)’’ and inserting ‘‘subpara-
graph (H)’’.

(2) Subclause (I) of each of subparagraphs
(A)(iv) and (B)(v) of section 403(a)(5) of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)(A)(iv)(I) and (B)(v)(I))
is amended—

(A) in item (aa)—
(i) by striking ‘‘(I)’’ and inserting ‘‘(H)’’;

and
(ii) by striking ‘‘(G), and (H)’’ and inserting

‘‘and (G)’’; and
(B) in item (bb), by striking ‘‘(F)’’ and in-

serting ‘‘(E)’’.
(3) Section 403(a)(5)(B)(v) of such Act (42

U.S.C. 603(a)(5)(B)) is amended in the matter
preceding subclause (I) by striking ‘‘(I)’’ and
inserting ‘‘(H)’’.

(4) Subparagraphs (E) and (F) of section
403(a)(5) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(5)(F)
and (G)), as so redesignated by subsection (a)
of this section, are each amended by striking
‘‘(I)’’ and inserting ‘‘(H)’’.

(5) Section 412(a)(3)(A) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 612(a)(3)(A)) is amended by striking
‘‘403(a)(5)(I)’’ and inserting ‘‘403(a)(5)(H)’’.

(c) FUNDING AMENDMENT.—Section
403(a)(5)(H)(i) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
603(a)(5)(H)(i)), as so redesignated by sub-
section (a) of this section, is amended by
striking ‘‘$1,500,000,000’’ and all that follows
and inserting ‘‘for grants under this
paragraph—

‘‘(I) $1,500,000,000 for fiscal year 1998; and
‘‘(II) $1,400,000,000 for fiscal year 1999.’’.

TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS
SEC. 601. CHANGE DATES FOR EVALUATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 403(a)(5)(G)(iii) of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
603(a)(5)(G)(iii)), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 502(a) of this Act, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘2001’’ and inserting ‘‘2005’’.

(b) INTERIM REPORT REQUIRED.—Section
403(a)(5)(G) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
603(a)(5)(G)), as so redesignated, is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(iv) INTERIM REPORT.—Not later than Jan-
uary 1, 2002, the Secretary shall submit to
the Congress a interim report on the evalua-
tions referred to in clause (i).’’.
SEC. 602. REPORT ON UNDISTRIBUTED CHILD

SUPPORT PAYMENTS.
Not later than 6 months after the date of

the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services shall submit to
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Finance of the Senate a report on the pro-
cedures that the States use generally to lo-
cate custodial parents for whom child sup-
port has been collected but not yet distrib-
uted due to a change in address. The report
shall include an estimate of the total
amount of such undistributed child support
and the average length of time it takes for
such child support to be distributed. The

Secretary shall include in the report rec-
ommendations as to whether additional pro-
cedures should be established at the State or
Federal level to expedite the payment of un-
distributed child support.

SEC. 603. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.

It is the sense of the Congress that the
States may use funds provided under the pro-
gram of block grants for temporary assist-
ance for needy families under part A of title
IV of the Social Security Act to promote fa-
therhood activities of the type described in
section 403A of such Act, as added by this
Act.

SEC. 604. ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR WELFARE
EVALUATION STUDY.

Section 414(b) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 614(b)) is amended by striking ‘‘ap-
propriated $10,000,000’’ and all that follows
and inserting ‘‘appropriated—

‘‘(1) $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1996
through 1999;

‘‘(2) $12,300,000 for fiscal year 2000;
‘‘(3) $17,500,000 for fiscal year 2001;
‘‘(4) $15,500,000 for fiscal year 2002; and
‘‘(5) $4,000,000 for fiscal year 2003.’’.

SEC. 605. TRAINING IN CHILD ABUSE AND NE-
GLECT PROCEEDINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL—Section 474(a)(3) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 674(a)(3)) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (C), (D),
and (E) as subparagraphs (D), (E), and (F), re-
spectively; and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following:

‘‘(C) 75 percent of so much of such expendi-
tures as are for the short-term training (in-
cluding cross-training with personnel em-
ployed by, or under contract with, the State
or local agency administering the plan in the
political subdivision, training on topics rel-
evant to the legal representation of clients
in proceedings conducted by or under the su-
pervision of an abuse and neglect court, and
training on related topics such as child de-
velopment and the importance of achieving
safety, permanency, and well-being for a
child) of judges, judicial personnel, law en-
forcement personnel, agency attorneys, at-
torneys representing a parent in proceedings
conducted by, or under the supervision of, an
abuse and neglect court, attorneys rep-
resenting a child in such proceedings, guard-
ians ad litem, and volunteers who partici-
pate in court-appointed special advocate pro-
grams, to the extent the training is related
to the court’s role in expediting adoption
procedures, implementing reasonable efforts,
and providing for timely permanency plan-
ning and case reviews, except that any such
training shall be offered by the State or local
agency administering the plan, either di-
rectly or through contract, in collaboration
with the appropriate judicial governing body
operating in the State,’’.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 475 of such Act
(42 U.S.C. 675) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(8) The term ‘abuse and neglect courts’
means the State and local courts that carry
out State or local laws requiring proceedings
(conducted by or under the supervision of the
courts)—

‘‘(A) that implement part B or this part,
including preliminary disposition of such
proceedings;

‘‘(B) that determine whether a child was
abused or neglected;

‘‘(C) that determine the advisability or ap-
propriateness of placement in a family foster
home, group home, or a special residential
care facility; or

‘‘(D) that determine any other legal dis-
position of a child in the abuse and neglect
court system.
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‘‘(9) The term ‘agency attorney’ means an

attorney or other individual, including any
government attorney, district attorney, at-
torney general, State attorney, county at-
torney, city solicitor or attorney, corpora-
tion counsel, or privately retained special
prosecutor, who represents the State or local
agency administrating the programs under
part B and this part in a proceeding con-
ducted by, or under the supervision of, an
abuse and neglect court, including a pro-
ceeding for termination of parental rights.

‘‘(10) The term ‘attorney representing a
child’ means an attorney or a guardian ad
litem who represents a child in a proceeding
conducted by, or under the supervision of, an
abuse and neglect court.

‘‘(11) The term ‘attorney representing a
parent’ means an attorney who represents a
parent who is an official party to a pro-
ceeding conducted by, or under the super-
vision of, an abuse and neglect court.’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS—
(1) Section 473(a)(6)(B) of such Act (42

U.S.C. 673(a)(6)(B)) is amended by striking
‘‘474(a)(3)(E)’’ and inserting ‘‘474(a)(3)(F)’’.

(2) Section 474(a)(3)(E) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 674(a)(3)(E)) (as so redesignated by
subsection (a)(1)(A) of this section) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘subparagraph (C)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subparagraph (D)’’.

(3) Section 474(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
674(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘subsection
(a)(3)(C)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection
(a)(3)(D)’’.

(d) SUNSET.—Effective on October 1, 2004—
(1) section 474(a)(3) of the Social Security

Act (42 U.S.C. 674(a)(3)) is amended by strik-
ing subparagraph (C) and redesignating sub-
paragraphs (D), (E), and (F) as subparagraphs
(C), (D), and (E), respectively;

(2) section 475 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 675) is
amended by striking paragraphs (8) through
(11);

(3) section 473(a)(6)(B) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 673(a)(6)(B)) is amended by striking
‘‘474(a)(3)(F)’’ and inserting ‘‘474(a)(3)(E)’’.

(4) section 474(a)(3)(E) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 674(a)(3)(E)) (as so redesignated by
subsection (a)(1)(A) of this section) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘subparagraph (D)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subparagraph (C)’’; and

(5) section 474(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
674(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘subsection
(a)(3)(D)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection
(a)(3)(C)’’.
SEC. 606. USE OF NEW HIRE INFORMATION TO AS-

SIST IN ADMINISTRATION OF UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 453(j) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 653(j)), as amend-
ed by section 501(a) of this Act, is further
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(7) INFORMATION COMPARISONS AND DISCLO-
SURE TO ASSIST IN ADMINISTRATION OF UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION PROGRAMS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If a State agency re-
sponsible for the administration of an unem-
ployment compensation program under Fed-
eral or State law transmits to the Secretary
the name and social security account num-
ber of an individual, the Secretary shall, if
the information in the National Directory of
New Hires indicates that the individual may
be employed, disclose to the State agency
the name and address of any putative em-
ployer of the individual, subject to this para-
graph.

‘‘(B) CONDITION ON DISCLOSURE.—The Sec-
retary shall make a disclosure under sub-
paragraph (A) only to the extent that the
Secretary determines that the disclosure
would not interfere with the effective oper-
ation of the program under this part.

‘‘(C) USE OF INFORMATION.—A State agency
may use information provided under this
paragraph only for purposes of administering
a program referred to in subparagraph (A).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
October 1, 1999.
SEC. 607. IMMIGRATION PROVISIONS.

(a) NONIMMIGRANT ALIENS INELIGIBLE TO
RECEIVE VISAS AND EXCLUDED FROM ADMIS-
SION FOR NONPAYMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 212(a)(10) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1182(a)(10)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(F) NONPAYMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Any nonimmigrant alien

is inadmissible who is legally obligated
under a judgment, decree, or order to pay
child support (as defined in section 459(i) of
the Social Security Act), and whose failure
to pay such child support has resulted in an
arrearage exceeding $5,000, until child sup-
port payments under the judgment, decree,
or order are satisfied or the nonimmigrant
alien is in compliance with an approved pay-
ment agreement.

‘‘(ii) WAIVER AUTHORIZED.—The Attorney
General may waive the application of clause
(i) in the case of an alien, if the Attorney
General—

‘‘(I) has received a request for the waiver
from the court or administrative agency
having jurisdiction over the judgment, de-
cree, or order obligating the alien to pay
child support that is referred to in such
clause; or

‘‘(II) determines that there are prevailing
humanitarian or public interest concerns.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this subsection shall take effect 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(b) AUTHORIZATION TO SERVE LEGAL PROC-
ESS IN CHILD SUPPORT CASES ON CERTAIN AR-
RIVING ALIENS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 235(d) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.

1225(d)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(5) AUTHORITY TO SERVE PROCESS IN CHILD
SUPPORT CASES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—To the extent consistent
with State law, immigration officers are au-
thorized to serve on any alien who is an ap-
plicant for admission to the United States
legal process with respect to any action to
enforce or establish a legal obligation of an
individual to pay child support (as defined in
section 459(i) of the Social Security Act).

‘‘(B) DEFINITION.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A), the term ‘legal process’ means any
writ, order, summons or other similar proc-
ess, which is issued by—

‘‘(i) a court or an administrative agency of
competent jurisdiction in any State, terri-
tory, or possession of the United States; or

‘‘(ii) an authorized official pursuant to an
order of such a court or agency or pursuant
to State or local law.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this subsection shall apply to aliens
applying for admission to the United States
on or after 180 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

(c) AUTHORIZATION TO SHARE CHILD SUPPORT
ENFORCEMENT INFORMATION TO ENFORCE IMMI-
GRATION AND NATURALIZATION LAW.—

(1) SECRETARIAL RESPONSIBILITY.—Section
452 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 652)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(m) If the Secretary receives a certifi-
cation by a State agency, in accordance with
section 454(32), that an individual who is a
nonimmigrant alien (as defined in section
101(a)(15) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act) owes arrearages of child support in an
amount exceeding $5,000, the Secretary may,
at the request of the State agency, the Sec-
retary of State, or the Attorney General, or
on the Secretary’s own initiative, provide
such certification to the Secretary of State
and the Attorney General information in
order to enable them to carry out their re-
sponsibilities under sections 212(a)(10) and
235(d) of such Act.’’.

(2) STATE AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY.—Section
454 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 654)
is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (32);

(B) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (33) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by inserting after paragraph (33) the
following:

‘‘(34) provide that the State agency will
have in effect a procedure for certifying to
the Secretary, in such format and
accompained by such supporting documenta-
tion as the Secretary may require, deter-
minations for purposes of section 452(m) that
nonimmigrant aliens owe arrearages of child
support in an amount exceeding $5,000.’’.
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